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[ EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 1 

Democrat~c Partrcrpatlon rn Peru An Overvrew 

An overvlew of the results of the 1998 survey reveals a complex 

panorama that raises questrons about many of the prevalllng rrnages of 

democracy and the soclal framework that sustarns r t  I t  IS generally assumed 

tha t  democracy IS based on some of the following elements a) a generalrzed 

commrtment to the Idea of democracy as the best system of government, b) 

support for and confidence In po l~ t~ca l  rnstrtutrons, c) greater commitment to 

the  system by the mrddle and upper classes -the ones who benefrt most 

f rom the order rt brrngs, d) slgnlflcant rnterest In publlc and pol~trcal affarrs, 

and e) srgnlflcant partrcrpatron In communrty organlzatrons and actlvltres, 

accordrng to the Tocquevrllean Image of democracy 

We will examrne to what degree the survey results support these 

assumptrons rn Peru, and the ~rnplrcat~ons for strengthenrng democracy In 

our country 

Commrtment to the tdea of democracy The majorlty of Peruvians prefer 

democracy as the ideal form of government 65 percent agree that 

democracy IS preferable to any other form of government I n  addltron, 60 

percent of Peruvrans refuse to support a rnrlltary coup under any 

crrcumstances, and 65 percent say that under no crrcumstances can a 

president be justlfled rn assuming drctatorral powers Thrs lrnplres the 

existence of a slgnlfrcant "hard-core" nucleus of support for democracy 

We know, however, that thrs expressed support for democracy does 

not  always translate Into a deep commrtment to such a system People may 

say they prefer democracy because that IS cons~dered soclally "correct " For 

thls reason, the survey went beyond slmple statements In favor of 

democracy and trred to establrsh the potentral for tolerance of mllrtary 

governments Lrkewlse, grven that In Latrn Amerlca new forms of 

author~tarran~sm are emergrng that are not dlrectly llnked to the armed 

forces, but rather are manlfestatrons of c1v11 author~tar~anlsrn, respondents 
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were asked ~f they would tolerate, under some circumstances, the 

assumption of dlctatorlal powers by pres~dents Once again, about two-thlrds 

of those lnterv~ewed emphatically rejected both mllltary coups and clvlllan 

au thor~ tar~an~sm,  although one-thlrd sald that In some cases they could be 

justlfled We thus flnd a clear majorlty In favor of democracy, although the 

one- th~rd that could provlde a social bas~s for au thor~ tar~an measures to be 

taken cause for concern 

What Idea of democracy do cltrzens have In mlnd when the say they 

prefer thrs form of government? The survey asked what Peruvians 

understood by  "democracy" I n  general, we found a balance among 

deflnltrons associated wlth varlous tradltlons l~beral  utl l i tar~an (wlth 

emphasls on protection of ~ndlvldual rlghts), liberal republ~can (wlth 

emphasls on respect for the Rule of Law and balance of powers), substantwe 

democrat~c ( w ~ t h  emphasls on social justice), and radlcal democratic (whlch 

emphasizes equallty and partlclpat~on) A var~ety of deflnltlons of democracy 

exlst a t  all soclo-economlc levels of Peruvlan soc~ety 

Support for and confldence In polltlcal ~nst l tut lons  Peru a s  an 

extreme c a s e  Among the flndlngs that stand out are the very low levels of 

c l t~zen support for the po l~ t~ca l  system and state lnstltut~ons Nearly half the 

people surveyed (49 percent) sald they do not support Peruv~an polltical 

lnstltutrons at all It must be noted, however, that respondents seem to 

equate the polltlcal system with the government, there IS a slgnlflcant 

correlat~on between the level of support for the polrt~cal system and people's 

oplnlons of the current president's admrn~strat~on It IS noteworthy that there 

IS also a slgn~flcant statlstlcal correlatlon between those who support the 

pol l t~cal system and those who are tolerant of authorltarlan conduct by 

pres~dents We will address thls In detall later 

The scale of confldence In ~nstrtutlons, whlch ranges from 1 to 7, wlth 4 

as the mldpo~nt,  shows that only two ~ns t~ tu t lons  -nether  one state-related- 

rank above the rn~dpolnt the Catholic Church (wlth an average confldence 

level of 5 6) ,  and neighborhood organlzatlons (wlth an average of 4 2) 

These are followed by the Ombudsman's Off~ce, an autonomous state 

~nstrtutlon, wlth an average cltlzen confidence level of 3 9 The fact that thls 

lnstltutlon has the h~ghest  trust level of all state lnstltutlons can be explarned 

because its task IS to safeguard respect for the rlghts of the person, which 

are often vlolated by the state Itself Thls IS followed, In levels of confldence, 

by journalists ( 3 8 9 ) ,  followed by the two state lnstrtutlons (also 

autonomous) that are those closest to cltlzens provlnc~al and dlstrlct 
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governments, wrth an average conf~dence ratrng of 3 7 and 3 6, respectrvely 

Strll lower are the Armed Forces, wh~ch  In recent years have been closely 

assoc~ated wrth the Executive Branch (wrth an average confrdence ratrng of 

3 6) ,  and labor organrzatrons (3 5),  whrch have largely lost public support In 

recent years 

The lowest levels of confrdence reg~stered are for pol~trcal rnstrtutrons 

tha t  are fundamental to democracy the Controller General (3 3), Attorney 

General ( 3  3), Polrce (3 I ) ,  Congress ( 2  7) ,  and the Judrcral Branch (2 6) 

The electoral rnstrtutrons also demonstrate low levels of confrdence Natronal 

Regrstry of Crtrzens (RENIEC), 3 6, Electoral Processes Ofrcce (ONPE), 3 5, 

and the Natronal Electoral Jury (JNE), 3 4 Thrs IS consistent wrth the fact 

tha t  67 percent of those surveyed belreve that electoral fraud IS commrtted rn 

Peru I t  must be pornted out that the level of drstrust In Peru wrth regard to 

the fairness of elect~ons IS about the same as the regronal average, based on 

the 1996 Latinbarometro survey 

Peru regrsters some of the regron's lowest levels of public confrdence 

In major pol~trcal ~nstrtut~ons, accordrng to the 1996 Latrnbarometro survey 

Peruvrans especrally drstrust the following rnstrtutrons the Armed Forces, 

Congress, the judlclal system and polrt~cal parties Peru IS the most extreme 

case of the crrsrs of ~nst~tutrons affecting the regron, especrally rn the case of 

Congress (only the level of confrdence In Ecuador IS lower than that In Peru) 

and the Judrc~al Branch (an rnstrtutron In whlch the levels of confrdence are 

the lowest In the reg~on) 

But the lack of confrdence in ~nstrtutrons IS only one manrfestatron of 

the  general level of socral distrust Peruv~ans have a poor Image of t h e ~ r  

compatrrots (1997 Latrnbarometro), registering the lowest levels In the 

reglon For thrs reason, the constructron of democracy rn thls country must 

include the reconstructron of more bas~c socral ties 

Democracy and soc~al  groups How do different groups percerve 

democracy, the polrtrcal system and its marn rnstrtutrons? Let's begrn by 

rdentifyrng the social groups that show greater confidence In the polrtrcal 

system and rnstrtutrons For thrs analys~s, the natronal means obta~ned from 

the scales we have descrrbed were compared w ~ t h  varratrons In means 

obta~ned across varrous socral categories, In order to determrne whether 

these mean drfferences were stat~strcally srgnrfrcant 
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Young people show hlgher than average levels of support for the 

polltlcal system and trust ~n its main lnstltutlons Support and trust are also 

greater than average among those who have less education, belong to the 

lowest soclo-economlc sectors and llve ~n rural areas and, occasionally, 

among women Paradoxically, the soclal sectors that tradltionally are 

characterrzed by some form of excluslon are those that  show above-average 

levels of support for the system and trust rn ~ t s  lnstltut~ons At flrst glance, 

this could suggest that the polltlcal system and ~nstltutions and, by 

extension, polltical democracy, frnd thelr most stable base of support among 

the social sectors most marked by soclal precarlousness 

Thls Impression IS mlsleadlng, however, because these are exactly the 

same people who show the greatest tolerance for clvllian and military 

authorltarlanlsm They also are relatlvely less Interested in pol~trcs and public 

affairs, and have less knowledge of thelr rlghts and a lower level of 

awareness of t h e ~ r  CIVIC r espons~b~ l~ t~es  It must be noted that more than half 

the cltlzens of Peru have developed a slgnlflcant awareness of the fact that 

they have r~ghts, whether or not they feel that these rlghts are effectively 

upheld by the polltlcal system 

Thls apparent contradlctlon exists because the soclal sectors 

charactenzed by precariousness and excluslon are the sectors that are 

relatlvely more d~sconnected from the publlc arena, less likely to  follow and 

be aware of national Issues and problems or thelr rights and respons~b~lit~es, 

and farthest removed from polltlcal dellberat~on Thls suggests that support 

for the system IS a sign of a lower level of cr~trcal analysls 

On the other hand, those who show greater support for the system 

and ~ t s  ~nstrtutrons are also more l~ke l y  t o  tolerate military coups and 

presldentlal au thor~ tar~an~sm and be less Interested in publrc affalrs and 

p o l ~ t ~ c s  Far from belng an expression of commitment to democracy, support 

for the polltlcal system appears Instead to be acceptance of the authoritarian 
funct~onlng of the current political system 

People wlth more formal education and those who live In Lima, 

meanwhile, show greater rnterest In publlc and polltrcal affalrs, are more 

informed, are more aware of havlng rrghts, exercise thelr rights to a greater 

degree and fulfill their responsibilities, are more critlcal of the polltlcal 

system, and show a greater lack of confidence in ~ t s  institutions These same 

sectors show greater support for democracy as a polltlcal system, rndlcat~ng 
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tha t  c r ~ t ~ c ~ s m  of the system IS the result of ldentrfylng the system and rts 

lnstltutrons wlth a government that IS consrdered authorrtarran 

Thus an rncreased awareness of therr rlghts and responsrb~lrtres and 

greater rnterest In publrc affarrs and polrtrcs lead people to be more crrtrcal of 

the  functlonrng of the Peruvran polrtrcal system and the democratrc 

tnstltutrons that actually extst 

Interest rn polrt~cal and publ~c  affarrs In general Most Peruvians are, In 

general, greatly Interested In publlc affalrs and, to a lesser degree, In 

polrt~cs The majorlty follow natronal events attentrvely, there IS less rnterest 

In polltrcs, although more than 50 percent clarm to  be interested Although 

Interest In polrtrcs IS lower than Interest rn publrc affalrs, the acceptance of 

polrtlcs In Peru IS s~mrlar to that shown by cltrzens o f  other countrres In the 

region Thrs rndrcates that although there are very high levels of drstrust rn 

and crltrcrsm of polrtrcal ~nstitutrons, thrs does not Imply a detachment from 

the publrc sphere, whrch IS a posltrve element 

Partrcrpation rn socral organ~za t~ons  and commun~ty  a c i ~ v ~ i l e s  As we 

sard at  the begrnnrng, a sort of Tocquevlllean vrsron of democracy, 

resurrected rn the current treatments of socral capltal (Putnam and others), 

emphasrzes the tdea that an rntense assocratlve lrfe IS a necessary, solrd 

basls for democracy Our data show that In Peru there exlsts a relatrvely 

large network of communrty organtzatrons and srgnrfrcant partrcrpat~on rn 

commun~ty  actrvrtles Thls confrrms what was sard earlrer wrth regard to 

rnterest In publlc and polltrcal affarrs The lnstrtutronal crlsls has not caused 

retrenchment rnto prlvate lrfe 

People who are lnvolved In communrty organrzatrons also show 

greater levels of rnterest In polrtrcs, and those who are not lnvolved say they 

would llke to partrclpate more Of those, 60 percent say they do not do so 

because of a lack of trme People who partrcrpate more In socral organrzatlons 

are more llkely to have less formal educatron and a lower soclo-economrc 

level For thrs reason, promotronal work with these socral organrzatrons IS 

key to rmprovlng condltrons for the excluded and vulnerable populatron 

Agarn, however, the data contradict some commonly held belrefs that must 

be taken rnto account 

About half the people rntervrewed belonged to at least one communrty 

organ~zatron, and two-thlrds sard they had partrcrpated In some type of 
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communrty actrvrty In the past year Some people do not partlc~pate more In 

communlty organlzat~ons slmply because such groups do not exlst In the 

places where they l ~ v e  I f  we analyze partlclpatron among those who say 

organ~zat~ons exlst In their communrt~es, an Interesting picture emerges 

Involvement IS generally s~gn~ f~can t ,  except In the case of pol~trcal parties 

Where rellglous commun~ties exlst, partrc~pat~on IS around 40 percent 

S~mllarly, where women's organ~zatrons ex~st, one-thlrd of women part~clpate 

In them Thlrty percent of those Interwewed partrc~pate In parents' 

assoc~atrons In commun~t~es where these exlst (par t~c ipat~on IS somewhat 

h ~ g h e r  among those over age 35) Partrcipatlon IS also slgnlflcant In 

profess~onal associations (In wh~ch  28 percent of people who have completed 

a un~vers l ty  education partlc~pate) Lower levels of partlcrpatlon are found In 

unions and pol~tlcal partles 

These data must not lead us to draw Ingenuous conclusrons about 

these organ~zat~ons or overest~mate the democratic effects of commun~ty 

~nvolvement and collect~ve actron People who are rnvolved In communlty 

organ~zatrons are not necessarrly more Interested In publ~c affalrs, nor do 

they reject In greater proportron m~ l l t a ry  coups or clvllian au thor~ tar~an~sm 

T h ~ s  IS because those who are more lnvolved In communlty organrzatlons are 

poorer and less educated, precrsely the sectors that are least p o l ~ t ~ c ~ z e d  and 

most l~ke ly  to tolerate author~tarlan forms of government 

Why does the socral~zat~on ~ m p l ~ e d  by greater communlty lnvolvement 

not  have a p o s ~ t ~ v e  Influence on development of democratlc values7 Flrst, 

because precarlousness and exclusron are associated w ~ t h  a lower level of 

Interest In publ~c affa~rs, less critlcal analysrs and lower awareness of r~ghts, 

all of  w h ~ c h  Impede the development of democratlc attrtudes I n  add~t~on,  

par t~c~patron alone does not seem to change t h ~ s  s ~ t u a t ~ o n  

At the same tlme, comrnun~ty ~nvolvement does not necessarily Imply 

a greater demonstrat~on of democratlc pract~ces The survey lndlcates that 

organ~zatlons that have a greater presence In communrt~es nat~onwlde are, In 

general, not  voluntary In the s t r~c t  sense of the term That IS, they have not 

sprung up "from below" through cltlzen ln l t~at lve The organlzatlons that 

have a greater presence In the natronal sample are rel~glous commun~tles 

(which exrst In 80 percent of respondents' communlt~es) and women's 

organ~zations (whlch exrst In 77 percent of the commun~ties) These are 

followed by parents' assoc~atlons (65 percent), sports clubs (64 percent) and 

neighborhood organ~zat~ons (51 percent) Of these groups, only sports clubs, 
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neighborhood organizations and, to a certain extent, women's organizations 

(although these definitely depend on the support of the state and other 

institutrons) arrse spontaneously through citrzen inrtiatrve This could explaln 

why rnvolvement In organizations does not lead to the spread of democratic 

values The fact that most organrzatrons exrst because of actron by external 

agents (publrc and prrvate) means that experiences rn organrzatlons are 

frequently characterrzed by a dynamrc that IS outsrde the partrcrpants' control 

and whrch lrmits their autonomy Participation in these organrzatrons 

therefore rmplres a lower degree of democratic practrce 

Because partrcipation rn community activrties addresses specrfic local 

problems, may have srgnificant rnfluence in the community, but its political 

Impact IS extremely limited 

The internal dynamics of existing organrzations must also be 

consrdered I n  many cases, leaders have a vertical and authoritarran attrtude 

toward the rank and file It is no surprise, then, three-fourths of those who 

partrcrpate in cornmunrty organizations say they feel their opinions are rarely 

or  never taken rnto account rn these groups 

We indicated earlier that those who partrcrpate more In community 

organrzatrons are from sectors with lower income and educatronal levels and 

those who lrve In rural areas Thrs calls into question the rdea, held by many, 

that the economic and instrtutronal crisrs and the socral fragmentation it 

causes reduce the possrbrlity of collective action, weakening social ties 

among the most vulnerable and excluded sectors On the contrary, the 

lowest levels of community rnvolvement are associated wrth higher socio- 

economic levels Particrpatron and collectrve actron appear to be tools used 

by  excluded and vulnerable sectors to compensate for their situatron and get 

goods and services that they cannot obtain through market mechanisms For 

this reason, the decline rn organizatronal dynamics and community 

partrcipation should not be seen as a sign of crisrs and fragmentation, but as 

the  opposite a satisfactron in the demand for collective goods The survey 

shows that  the level of partrcipatron in commun~ty organizations and 

activitres is higher, on average, in places where consolrdated basic services 

are lackrng, but drops rn areas where households are connected to water and 

electrrcity services 

Grven thrs srtuation, there IS special concern for young people, since 

they not  only show a greater acceptance o f  authorrtarranrsm and lack of 
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p o l ~ t ~ c a l  awareness, but  also lower levels of lnvolvement In comrnunlty 

organlzatrons and act~vrtles Thls 1s dlsturbrng because young people appear 

to  be  more disconnected f rom t rad~t ional  socral t les T h ~ s  means that 

strategies for  soclal p romot~on  mus t  make young people an Important target 

group and work to  open spaces for thelr  particrpatlon 



- -  - 

INTRODUCTION 

The U S Agency for Internattonal Development (USAID/Peru) 

comrnrsstoned thts study as part of rts Democratrc Inrtrattves Program The 

strategic objecttve of thrs program IS to broaden crtlzen rnvolvement In 

democrattc processes Thrs overall objective rncludes four rntermedrate 

results The first seeks to b u ~ l d  more effectrve natronal tnstltutrons, In order 

to rncrease crtrzens' trust The second lntermedtate result seeks to Increase 

access to  an effective and rmparttal justrce system that rnsprres confidence 

The thrrd lntermedrate result seeks a better response by local governments, 

so const~tuents feel muntcrpal governments respond effectively to thetr 

demands The fourth rntermedrate result seeks to  better prepare crtrzens, 

rncludrng those who are disadvantaged, to exercrse therr basrc r~ghts  and 

fulfrll thetr civrc responsrbrlrt~es 

Strateg~c Objectrve and In termedrate  Resul ts  
of t h e  USAID Democratic Init iatrves Program 

Strategrc Objective and I Intecmed~ate Results 1 Indrcators I 

constituents 
IR4 Cltlzens better 1 4 C~tizens who know where to go to protect 

SO Broader c~tizen 
partlc~pation ln democratic 
processes 

IR1 More effective 
natlonal inst/tut!ons 
IR2 Greater access to 
justice 

IR3 Local governments 
more respons~ve to 

a C~t~zens who are actlve members of at 
least one civil society organization 
b Citizens who actively partrcipate 11n 

solving problems ~n thelr commun~ties 
1 Citizens who trust key nat~onal 
~nstltutlons 
2 Citlzens who believe Peruvian courts 
guarantee a fair trial 
3 Citizens who believe local governments 
respond to thew needs and demands 

Thrs study addresses each of these ~ b j e ~ t l ~ € ? S ,  examrnrng two maln 

areas the level and rntensrty of crtizen partrcrpatron, and the range of 

prepared to exercise thew 
r~ghts and responsib~l~t~es 

their rlghts 
5 C~tizens ln disadvantaged groups who 
know their baslc rights and civic I / respons~b~l~t~es 
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attitudes toward democracy, the polltrcal system and ~ t s  lnstltutions In Peru 

Thls document analyzes the results of a natlonal survey carrled out by the 

research team of the Institute of Peruvlan Studles (IEP) In November 1998, 
wlth a representatwe sample of '1,784 people natlonwlde IMASEN S A , a 

well-known Peruvlan oplnlon polling organrzatlon, conducted the survey 

T h ~ s  IS the thlrd survey on thls subject conducted for the USAIDIPeru 

Democratlc Inl t lat~ves program1 The questlons asked In 1998 were slmrlar, 

and In many cases ldentlcal, to  the questlons In the 1996 and 1997 surveys 

Thls study also Included focus groups In the San Martln region, to 

complement survey data2 It will be noted that thls year's results are 

substantially slmllar to those of the prevlous surveys, lndlcatlng a falrly hlgh 

level of rellablllty In the results of the three surveys 

This report focuses on the 1998 survey, taklng Into account the 

results of the 1996 and 1997 polls The main objective of the report IS to 

descrlbe and analyze the indicators used to measure each Issue I n  dolng 

thls, we have gone beyond a simple descrlptlon of the data to analyze the 

relatlonshlps between the data and varlous control groups that we conslder 

relevant3 We also have employed more complex statlstlcal analysls 

techniques, such as regression analysls 

To truly understand the data from the Peruvlan case, a comparative 

perspect~ve IS necessary We have taken as a reference point the results of 

Lat~nbarometro, an lnternatlonal survey carrled out In 17 Latrn Amerlcan 

countries wlth the goal of provldlng varlous declslon-maklng bodles In the 

reglon with information about Issues of publlc Interest Although we have not 

had dlrect access to the Lat~nbarometro database, we have used the reports 

of the maln results from 1996 and 1997, published by the Peru Promotional 

Comm lsslon (PROM PERU) 

1 The two previous surveys, in 1996 and 1997, were carr~ed out by Apoyo Op~nion 
and Mercado S A under the guidance of the Apoyo Institute The samples for 1996 
and 1997 consisted of 1,508 and 1,533 people respectively A comparison of these 
samples is Included In the appendix on methodology of thls report 

This ~nformatron can be found ~n the append~x on methodology 

3 We have taken ~ n t o  account a series of soc~o-demographic variables, such as sex, 
age, first language, educat~on, area of res~dence and socioeconomic s~tuation ~n order 
to identify the differences ~n the surveyed populat~on and establish control groups 



Thrs report consrsts of the followrng chapters 

Chapter 1 Interest in public affarrs and politics I n  thrs sectron, we 

drscuss the level of interest In public affairs and the communicatrons 

media most frequently used by crtrzens We also examrne crtizen attitudes 

toward politrcs In general 

Chapter 2 Crtrzenshrp and communrty rnvolvement I n  thrs section, we 

address crtrzen partrcipatron In varrous communrty organrzatrons and 

actrvities We also analyze the rmportance that  people attach to thrs 

particrpation 

Chapter 3 Legitrmacy of the polrtrcal system and rts rnstrtutions I n  thrs 

sectron, we drscuss crtizen perceptrons of the legrtrmacy of the polrtrcal 

system, examrnrng both support: for the polrtrcal system in general and 

trust In key polrtrcal rnstrtutions 

Chapter 4 Crtizenshrp and local governments I n  thrs chapter, we analyze 

crtrzens' trust In and perceptrons of the effrcrency of local governments 

Chapter 5 Crtizens' attrtudes toward basrc rrghts and crvic 

responsrbrlities I n  thrs sectron, we frrst examrne the level of knowledge of 

rrghts and responsrbilrtres, not only In the overall populatron, but also rn 

what has been rdentrfred as the drsadvantaged population We also 

analyze whether crtrzens know where to go to protect therr rrghts 

Chapter 6 Access to justice and publrc safety I n  thrs chapter, we 

determine the level of publrc safety In Peru, access to and use of judlcral 

system facilities, and the perception of a guarantee of fair justice for all 

Chapter 7 Attrtudes toward democracy and authorrtarranrsm I n  thrs 

chapter, we analyze citrzen perceptions of democracy and the extent and 

rntensrty of support for this system We also examrne the exrsting level of 

support for both civil and mrlrtary authorrtarranism 

Chapter 8 Conclusrons and recommendatrons 



1 INTEREST IN PUBLIC AFFAIRS AND POLITICS 

1 1 Interest In public affairs and pol~tlcs, and trust In 
commun~cat~ons med~a 

To functlon appropriately, democracy needs cltlzens who are 

Interested In polrtlcs and public affalrs Otherwise, polltlcal debate IS limited 

and of poor quallty A soclety whose citizens are largely dlslnterested and 

apathetic cedes its rlghts to pressure groups that are determ~ned to defend 

thelr part~cular ~nterests, a tendency that makes the democratrc dynamlc 

elltlst and Ignores the rlghts and interests of the majorlty 

Because of thls lack of attent~on, people who are marg~nalrzed see 

little sense In following polltics or pub l~c  affairs, and a VICIOUS c~rcle results I t  

IS, therefore, important to determine the level of Interest In publ~c affalrs and 

polltlcs In general Only then IS a more partlclpatory democrat~c dynamic 

posslble 

To examlne thls Issue, the survey ~ncluded a serles of quest~ons meant 

to measure how much attent~on people pay to natlonal Issues and therr 

general attltude toward polit~cs 

Wlth regard to natlonal Issues, survey partlclpants were asked how 

often they Informed themselves about natlonal events Table 1 1 shows that 

s l~ght ly  more than half of those surveyed (51 percent) inform themselves 

"frequently" about what IS happening In the country, whlle sl~ght ly more than 

one-th~rd (34 percent) Inform themselves "occas~onally" Only 12 percent 

s a ~ d  they Inform themselves sporad~cally, or only when they are particularly 

Interested In an Issue (the sum of "never," "almost never" and "only when an 

Issue Interests me") We can therefore conclude that Peruvians pay 

slgnlflcant attent~on to Issues of national Interest 
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Table 1 1 
Interest rn pub l~c  affarrs 

To more closely examine Interest in  publrc affa~rs, we also asked about 

the frequency of read~ng, watching or  listening to the news Table 1 2 shows 

the answers to the following quest~on "How often to you l~sten to r a d ~ o  

news, watch te lev~s~on news or read news In a newspaper?" Respondents 

follow the news fairly closely, bu t  -and t h ~ s  IS most important- this IS almost 

exclus~vely lrmlted to telev~slon Two-th~rds of the people questloned sard 

they frequently watched a telev~sion news program Consumpt~on of r a d ~ o  

and newspaper news IS more llmlted I n  fact, nearly one-fifth of the people 

surveyed s a ~ d  they never read news ~n the newspaper 

How frequently do you rnform 
yourself about nat~onal events? 

Frequently 
Occasronally 
Only when an issue rnterests me 

Almost never 
Never 
~ o t a 1 ~  

Table 1 2 
Frequency of news  consumpt~on  through varlous rned~a 

Percentage 

51 8 
35 9 

6 7 

4 0 
1 5  

100 0 

The ~mportance of the results in Table 1 2  must not be 

underestrmated Newspapers have tradrtionally been cons~dered the most 

rmportant source of ~nformatron, discussron and formatron of publ~c oprnlon 

The survey indicates there is clearly less access t o  ~n fo rma t~on  through p r ~ n t  

m e d ~ a  than through the visual rned~um par excellence, televlslon5 

Number of 
respondents 

911 
632 
117 

7 1 
27 

1758 

Frequency 
- 

Frequently 
Occas~onally 
Never 
Total 

I n  th~s  table, the number of respondents does not always equal the total sample 
(1784) because rnvalrd responses (those who did not respond to the questron) have 
been ellmrnated 

5 Erghty-four percent of people questloned have teievlsion sets Thrs drops to 65 
percent among people a t  low socro-econornrc levels and 26 percent among 
disadvantaged people 

Watch TV news 

64 2 
3 1  9 

4 0 
100 0 

L~sten to radro 
news 

35 4 
53 9 
10 7 

100 0 

Read news In 
the newspaper 

20 6 
60 7 
18 7 

100 0 
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The overwhelming predom~nance of televlslon as the preferred 

medlum for news consumption IS confirmed by the results ~n Table 1 3, 

whrch shows that famlly and work networks are almost never used to gather 

lnformatlon about current events Nearly two-thlrds of the people questioned 

rely on televlslon to stay ~nformed, whlle fewer than 5 percent rely on prlnt 

medla Radlo replaces televlslon as the most frequently used lnformatlon 

medlum ~n rural areas and among people whose natlve language IS not 

Span~sh, who have no more than a prlmary education and whose soclo- 

economlc level IS low 

Table 1 3 
The med~um most frequently used 

to stay informed about nat~onal events 

There IS undoubtedly a close relatlonshlp between the lnformatlon 

medlum most frequently used and the level of trust rn the medlum When 

survey partlclpants were asked (Table 1 4) whlch medlum they trusted most, 

more than two-th~rds (68 percent) chose televls~on and one-fourth 

mentioned radlo Far behlnd are newspapers (5 percent), farnlly or frlends (2 

percent) and coworkers (less than 1 percent) It should be emphasized that 

televlslon and, In a dlstant second place, radlo, have become the lnformatlon 

medla par excellence and the ones that people overwhelmingly trust 

Aud~ovlsual medla leave tradltlonal forms of commun~cat~on -newspapers, 

famlly, frlends and coworkers- far behlnd Thls has a slgnlflcant effect on the 

country's polltlcal dynamlcs The emphasls on the med~a  In the publ~c arena 

substantially Increases the cost of partlclpatlng in politlcs and tends to make 

polltlcs more elite Some say ~t also lmpover~shes and llmrts the space for 
publlc dellberatlon, although thls IS subject to debate Overall, we see that 

Peru follows reglonal and global trends 

What medium do you most frequently 
use to stay informed about what IS 

happening In the country7 

Telev~s~on 
Radlo 
Newspapers 
Famlly or fr~ends 
Coworkers 
Total 

Percentage 

62 5 
31  6 
3 9 
1 7  

3 
100 0 

- 

Number of 
respondent 
s 

1,088 
551  
68 
3 0 
5 

1,742 
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Table 1 4 
Most trusted commun~cat~ons  medlum 

To complete the analysls of the publ~c arena, let's look at crtrzens' 

attitudes toward polrtrcs Survey partrc~pants were asked, "What IS your 

attrtude toward polrtrcs7" Table 1 5 shows the alternatrves offered and therr 

respectrve percentages As In the analysrs of Interest In publrc affalrs, we frnd 

that a slrm majorrty of Peruvrans show much or some rnterest In pol~trcs (53 

percent rf we add the top two categorres), whrle approxrmately 38 percent 

say they have no rnterest and 9 percent say they drslrke pol~trcs altogether 

Table 1 5  
Attitudes toward p o l ~ t ~ c s  

Number of 
respondents 

416 
1,141 

9 0 
2 7 
6 
6 

1,686 

Communrcatrons 
medrum 

Radro 
Televrslon 
Newspapers 
Farnrly or frrends 
Coworkers 
None 
Total 

Percentage 

24 7 
67 7 
5 3 
1 6  

4 
4 

100 0 

The survey included a questron about people's perceptron of therr 

ab~lrty to rnfluence polrtrcs "To what extent do you agree wrth the following 

statement Polrtrcrans (the government, Congress and others) dec~de what 

they want to do, and I can do nothrng to change that" (Table 1 6) We see a 

certaln balance between those who strongly agree and agree and those who 

dlsagree and strongly dlsagree wrth the statement I t  is rnterestrng to note 

that the answers to thrs questron show a definlte pattern of varratron 

accord~ng to  socio-demographrc varrables 

Number of 
respondents 

199 
676 
6 16 
147 

1,638 

What IS your att~tude toward pol~tics? 

I am interested and belong to a polrtrcal party 
I am ~nterested, but rndependent 
I am not rnterested rn polrtrcs 
I drslrke polltrcs and detest polrtrcrans 
Total 

Percentage 

12 1 
4 1  3 
37 6 

9 0 
100 0 
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Table 1 6  
Percept~on of rnfluence In pol~tlcs 

To evaluate the degree of Interest In p o l ~ t ~ c s  In Peru, rt IS necessary to 

compare ~t to the level In other countr~es of the regron Frgure I 1 shows 

results of the 1997 Lattnobarometro survey Levels of Interest In polltics In 

Peru are close to the Latin American average Desp~te a marked lnst~tutlonal 

crlsls and strong antl-polltical attitudes, Peru follows global trends and is not 

characterized by a reject~on of polltlcs 

F~gure 1 1 
Latin America Interest In poirtrcs, 1997 

(Percentages) 

Number of 
respondents 

205 
438 
320 
562 
11 1 

1,636 

To what extent do you agree w ~ t h  
the follow~ng statement 
"Pol~t~c~ans dec~de what they want 
to do, and 1 can do nothlng to 
chanqe that"' 
Strongly agree 
Agree 
Undecided 
D~sagree 
Strongly d~sagree 
Total 

I ~ V e r y ~ n t e r e s t e d  [7 Not ~ n t e r e s t e d  I j 
Source Lat~nobarometro 1997 

Percentage 

12 5 
26 8 
19 6 
34 4 
6 8 

100 0 
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1 2 Interest rn publrc affa~rs and polrtrcs among control groups 

To see how rnterest In polrtrcs and publrc affarrs varres among d~f ferent  

sectors of society, we establrshed a scale for each Issue 

The frrst, for rnterest in publrc affarrs, was establrshed as follows Each 

response shown rn Table I 1 was assrgned a pornt value "Never" was grven 

a value of I, "almost never" a value of 2, and so on, wrth "frequently" 

assrgned a value of 5 I n  thls way, a scale o f  interest m publ~c affairs was 

establrshed wrth a range from 1 (no rnterest) to  5 (hrgh rnterest), wrth a 

rnrdpornt of 3 (those who only Inform themselves when there is an issue of 

partrcular rnterest to them) 

Usrng thrs scale, we calculated the mean level of rnterest for the entrre 

sample, whrch IS 4 32 We can then compare varratrons of the mean level of 

Interest among varrous socral groups (sub-populatrons of the sample) 

Frgure 1 2 clearly shows the d~f ferent  levels of rnterest In publrc affa~rs For 

easrer comparrson, the graph includes a vertrcal l ~ n e  showrng the mean 

po~nt-value o f  the sample as a whole When a bar crosses the vertrcal Irne, rt 

rndrcates that sub-populatron has an above-average rnterest In public affairs 

I n  each case shown on the graph, the drfferences are statrstrcally srgnrfrcant 

(they are not random results) accordrng to a variance analysis done for each 

control varrable 

As Frgure 1 2 shows, there IS a relatrvely hrgh general rnterest rn 

public affarrs The mean for the overall sample, 4 32, rndrcates that people 

pay attentron to publrc affarrs a t  a level between "occasronally" and 

"frequently " There are, however, drfferences In the drstrrbutron of thrs 

rnterest Interest IS greater among people In urban areas, especrally Lrma, 

those wrth more educat~on, those whose frrst language IS Spanrsh, those who 

are older or  have a hrgher socro-economrc level, and among men 
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F~gure 1 2 
Interest In publ~c affalrs among varlous control groups 

MEAN 4 32 I 

I 

Un~versity grad 1 
Some unlverslty 

Secondary 

Through prrmary 1 
High soc~o ec level I 

I 
I 

Medium soclo ec level I 

Low soc~o ec level I I 1 

Other urban 1 I 

Other rural 0 

Range of scale 1 to  5 

We established a second scale to measure respondents' attitudes 

toward pol~trcs For the question shown In Table 1 5, we used a method 

slmrlar to that of the prevlous scale, asslgnlng polnt values to each poss~ble 

answer "I dlsl~ke pollt~cs" was glven a value of 1, "I am not rnterested In 

polltlcs" a value of 2, "I am Interested but Independent" a value of 3 and "I 
am Interested and belong to a pol~tlcal party" was glven a value of 4 The 

result IS a scale o f  lnterest ln pol~trcs ranging from 1 to 4, where the lowest 

value rndlcates a complete relectlon of pollt~cs and the hrghest value reflects 

great Interest The mrdpolnt IS 2 5 
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Frgure 1 3  shows the mean varratron among relevant sub-groups on 

thrs second scale As w ~ t h  the previous graph, a vertrcal lrne shows the 

overall mean for easler comparison 

Figure 1 3 
Att~tude toward po l i t~c s  among varlous control groups6 

- - - - -  - 

MEAN 

Un~versrty grad 

S o m  un~versrty 

Secondary 

Through primary 

H~gh soc~o-ec level 

&durn soc~o ec level 

Low soc~o ec level 

Llma 

Other urban 

Other rural 
I 

Span~sh 
I 

Quechua/Aymara 
I 

45 + I 
I 

35 to 44 
1 

25 to 34 
I 

18 to24 I 

I 

I 

Men I 

Womn 

2  2 1  2 2  2 3  2 4  2 5  2 6  2 7  2 8  2 9  3 

Range of scale 1 to 4 

The overall mean on the second scale IS 2 57, almost the same as the 

mrdpornt, fallrng between "I am not interested in polrtrcs" and "I am 

6 I n  thrs graph, as In many that appear in this report, the scale IS not presented wlth 
its mrnrmum and maximum values Instead, a range IS selected to emphasrze the 
drfferences among control groups 
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Interested but independent " The populat~on obv~ously has a less-than- 

pos~t ive react~on to the word "pol~tics " The graph shows var~atlons In 

average ~nterest In p o l ~ t ~ c s  among varlous control groups s~mi lar  to those In 

F~gure  1 2 (~nterest In publ~c affa~rs), but more accentuated People who are 

more Interested In pol~tics are generally are those who l ~ v e  In urban areas, 

men, those w ~ t h  higher educat~onal and soclo-econom~c levels, older people 

and those whose flrst language IS Spanlsh 

I n  conclus~on, we flnd that Peruv~an clt~zens have a relat~vely hlgh 

level of ~nterest  in public affa~rs and average ~nterest In pol~tlcs, slmllar to the 

L a t ~ n  American average The more favored social and economlc groups show 

relat~vely greater ~nterest In both Issues Unfortunately, the fact that the 

least-favored groups show the least ~nterest IS l ~ke l y  to have a negat~ve 

effect on their possrbil~ties of changing thelr s ~ t u a t ~ o n  

1 3 Factors determ~n~ng ~nterest  In publ~c affairs and p o l ~ t ~ c s  

The prevlous analysls suggests that ~nterest  In publ~c affa~rs and 

pol l t~cs IS closely related to cer ta~n soc~o-demographic var~ables, such as 

education, area of resldence and soclo-economlc level The analysls of 

means, however, does not provide the answer to a fundamental quest~on 

How heav~ly does each of these soc~o-demographic var~ables we~gh In the 

level of ~nterest  In pol~tics and public affa1rs7 I t  is probable that the greater 

~n teres t  among residents of L ~ m a  and other urban areas IS due not so much 

to area of res~dence, in ~tself, but to  the fact that the average educational 

level IS higher there than ~n rural zones Regress~on analys~s IS the statlstlcal 

techn~que that allows us to determ~ne how each Independent variable 

contr~butes to the dependent variable when all other independent var~ables 

remaln constant 

Table 1 7 shows the results of a regression analys~s for the scale of 

~n teres t  In publ~c affa~rs using the variables shown In Figure 1 2  

Interpretation of the coeff~cients is relat~vely easy The column of 

standardized Beta coeff~c~ents ~nd~ca tes  the speclflc weight of each interest- 

predict~ng var~able when the other variables In the model are controlled 

(remain constant17 To see whether t h ~ s  interest-pred~cting varlable IS 

' The table also lncludes non-standardized B coefficrents I t  IS difficult to interpret 
these coefficrents because they are expressed in the original scale of measure of 
each rndependent var~able It IS better t o  consider the standardrzed Beta coeffrclents, 
since they are expressed In comparable units 
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statrstrcally significant or not, we must look at the s~gnificance column besrde 

the respectwe t values To make visual analysis of the table easier, an 

asterrsk (*) IS included beside each standardized Beta value that shows 

statistrcal srgnlfrcance 

Table 1 7 
Regress~on analysis of various control var~ables 

for the scale of  rnterest in public affairsg 

The regression analysis shows that the major factor In interest In 

publlc affairs is educatron level, followed by socro-economlc level, age, area 

of resrdence and sex Interest In public affairs tends to increase as 

education, socio-economrc level and age Increase, as well as among urban 

residents and men The regression shows that language alone IS statlstlcally 

rnsrgn~ficant In expla~nrng variatrons in rnterest In publrc affairs 

Predrctrve Variables 

Table 1 8 shows the results of the regression analysis for the scale of 

interest in polit~cs We see that Interest Increases wrth education level and 

age and IS greater among men The regression shows that area of residence, 

language and socro-economlc condition alone are not  sufficient to explain 

differences rn degree of interest In polrtics 

8 I n  soclal scrences, the value 0 05 IS generally considered the srgnrfrcance crrterron, 
rmplyrng acceptance of a maxrmum probabrlrty of error of 5 percent Values above 
0 05 are not srgnrflcant (that IS, the probabrlrty of error IS hrgher than 5 percent) 
Values less than 0 05 are accepted as slgnrfrcant 

I n  the regresstons, for the vanable "Sex" we assrgned a value of zero to women 
and one to men In the regression presented here, the fact that the Beta coeffrcrent 
for the varlable Sex" has a posrtlve value means men tend to be more rnterested In 
publrc affalrs than women For area of residence, we assrgned codes of 0 for rural 
areas, 1 for urban areas, and 2 for Metropolltan Lrma For the survey partrc~pant s 
frrst language, we assrgned a value of 0 to those whose flrst language IS Quechua or 
Aymara and 1 to those whose first language IS Spanrsh 

Srgnrfr 
ca nce 

045 
000 
000 
000 
000 
000 
000 

Non- 
standardrzed 
coefficients 

Educat~on Level 9 067 

Standardrzed 
Coeffiaents 

Beta 
B 

- Socro-economrc condrtron 
Aq e 
Region 
Sex 
Native lenguage 
Constante 
R' Ajustado 

t value 

-- 
Standard 

Error 

092 
009 
11 1 
0 74 
048 

3 100 
193 

020 
002 
03 1 
039 
055 
092 

143* 
131* 
095* 
042" 
020 

4 613 
5 619 
3 540 
1 9 0 3  

872 
33 879 
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Table 1 8  
Regression a n a l y s ~ s  of t h e  scale of Interest In polltlcs, 

uslng vartous control var~ab le s  

Educatron IS the var~able that  most Influences Interest In pol~tlcs and 

publlc affalrs Other factors Include age (young people are less Interested) 

and sex (men show greater Interest) It follows that  to Increase levels of 

Interest In publlc affalrs, wlth the goal of bu~ldlng a more solld foundation for 

democracy In the country, ~t IS ~mpor tan t  to work w ~ t h  women, young people 

and sectors of soc~ety whlch have the least education 

S~gnlfl 
cance 

000 
000 
001 
116 
189 
559 
000 

Predlctlve Var~ables 

Education Level 
Age 
Sex 
Soclo-econom~c condltlon 
Reqlon 
Nat~ve lanquaqe 
Constant 
Adjusted R~ 

Non-standard~zed 
coeff~clents 

Standardized 
Coeffiaen ts 

Beta 
153% 
112% 
083% 
054 

- 039 
015 

B 
028 
007 
136 
032 

- 043 
035 

1 902 

t value 

4717  
4 262 
3 343 
1 5 7 1  
-1 315 

585 
19 468 

Standard 
Error 
006 
002 
04 1 
021 
032 
060 
098 

043 
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2 CITIZENSHIP AND COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION* 

2 1 Part~crpat~on in c ~ v i l  socrety o r g a n ~ z a t i o n s  

As we have pornted out, rnterest In publrc affa~rs and polrtrcs IS 

Important In the development of partlcrpatory democracy S~mrlarly, 

rnvolvement In crvrl socrety organlzatrons and communrty actlvrsm and 

partrcrpatron are fundamental to creatron and development of a clvrl soclety 

that  nurtures democracy and fosters development of what some authors 

have called a socrety's "socral c a p ~ t a l , " ~ ~  whrch leads In turn to economlc 

development 

Grven the rmportance of socral and polrtrcal partrcrpatron rn 

consolrdatrng democracy, we measured t h ~ s  partrc~patron more precrsely than 

In the two prevlous surveys One problem IS that the change In formulatron 

of the questrons makes rt drffrcult to compare the results of thrs survey wlth 

those of previous polls Nevertheless, an effort has been made to present 

lnformatron that IS comparatrvely valrd 

We wrll begrn by examrnrng partlcrpatron In crv~l socrety organrzatrons 

Obvrously, cttrzen part~crpatron IS only possible where the opportunrty exrsts 

One rndrspensable requrrement, therefore, IS the exrstence of the 

organ~zat~ons necessary for such partrc~patron I n  the 1996 and 1997 

surveys, respondents were asked how frequently they part~crpated In a serres 

of organrzatrons, w~thout  frrst establrshrng whether or not these organrzatrons 

exrsted In therr communrtres Because of the way the questron was phrased, 

a high percentage of those rntervrewed showed a low level of partrcrpatlon 

(respondrng that they never or almost never attended meetrngs of these 

* I n  order to better expla~n the drfferent types of part~crpatron In cornrnunlty 
actrvrtres, we drstrngulsh between "partrcrpatlon In c~vrl socrety organlzatlons" and 
"communrty partrcipatron or a c t ~ v ~ s m  " The first refers to partrclpatron as a member 
of a formal organrzat~on of crvrl socrety (such as parents' assocratrons, women's 
groups, etc ), attendance at meet~ngs, etc The second refers to lnvolvernent In 
actrvrties armed at  achrevrng communrty or nerghborhood rrnprovement 

10 As Putnam has argued, socretres wrth a hrgh concentratron of socral capltal, such as 
northern Italy, have a greater possrbrl~ty of developing a CIVIC culture, wh~ch leads to 
greater levels of economrc and socral development (Robert Putnarn, Soclal Cap~ta l  
Maklng Democracy Work CIVIC Tradlt~ons ~n Modern Italy, Prlnce ton, Pr~nceton 
Unrversrty Press, 1993) 
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organizatlons) Flgure 2 1 shows the responses to this questlon Slxty-flve 

percent or more of those ~ntervlewed show a very low frequency of 

partlclpation in most organizatlons Only In two kinds of assocrat~ons -- 
parents' assoc~at~ons and rellglous commun~ties, both Cathollc and non- 

Cathollc -- was the low frequency around 50 percent (~ndrcating a greater 

degree of partlclpation In these organizatlons) As the graph shows, the 

differences between 1996 and 1997 were very small 

F~gure 2 1 
Low frequency of p a r t ~ c ~ p a t ~ o n  In c1v11 soc~ety organ~zations 

1996and1997 

The graph suggests a hlgh level of citlzen apathy, but this impression 

is m~slead~ng, the percentages of low partlcipatlon are overestimated 

because survey partlclpants were not asked first whether these organizations 

existed In their commun~tres and whether they were members I n  the 1998 

survey, therefore, the people ~nterviewed were glven a 11st of organ~zatlons 

and asked whether these groups existed In thew ne~ghborhoods Those who 

responded afflrmatlvely were then asked whether or not they were 

members Thls allows us to more precisely judge whether the levels of 

partlclpatlon shown In the earller surveys resulted form a lack of opportunity 

or a conscrous declslon not to partrclpate The following graph shows the 

results of these questrons 
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Frgure 2 2 
Existence of and membership In comrnunlty organrzatrons 

Percentage responding affirmatively to both questions, 1998 
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The preceding figure demonstrates the extent of Peru's soclal fabrlc 

The data show that certaln c l v~ l  socrety organlzatlons, such as rellglous 

commun~t~es (Catholic and non-Catholic), women's groups, parents' 

assoclatlons and, to a lesser degree, sports clubs and nelghborhood 

assoclatrons, are Inserted In the soclety to a slgnlflcant extent I n  all these 

cases, more than 50 percent of the people lntervlewed stated that these 

organlzatlons ex~sted In thelr commun~tres On the other hand, there IS llttle 

lnsertron on the part of organrzatrons typically assocrated with polltrcal 

actlvrty and demands, such as pol~trcai parties and u n ~ o n s ~ ~ ,  whlch show 

levels of partrcipatron around or below 30 percent 

These data raise the questlon of what percentage of crtlzens take 

advantage of these opportunitres The answer IS not  d~scouraglng As we see 

~n Table 2 1, the level of partrcrpatlon IS not to be dlsmlssed lightly More 

than half the people lntervrewed sald they belonged to some organlzatlon, 3 1  

11 While only 14 percent of respondents s a ~ d  unions exlsted rn thelr commun~tres, 17 
percent said they belonged to unrons Thrs IS evidently explained by the fact that 
unrons are functronal, not temtorral, organizations, which rmplies that membership IS 

not determ~ned by place of resrdence Even so, the low level of participation in this 
type of organization IS noteworthy 

17 
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percent belonged to only one group and 24 percent to  two or  more 

organlzatrons 

Table 2 1 
Membership In some civil society organrzatlon 

Forty-one percent of the  people who s a ~ d  rellg~ous communltles 

exlsted In thelr localltles also said they were members Of the women who 

said women's organlzatlons exlsted In thelr communlt~es, 33 percent sald 

they partrclpated Thlrty percent o f  those who said parents' assoclatrons 

exlsted In thelr localities also sald they were members, a percentage that  

Increases t o  43 percent among respondents between ages 35 and 44 Thlrty 

percent o f  those who s a ~ d  ne~ghborhood organrzatrons exrsted In thelr 

commun~t les also were members Twenty-elght percent o f  unlverslty 

graduates belonged to a professronal assoclatlon Twenty-SIX percent of 

survey respondents who satd busrness or  producers' assoclat~ons exlsted In 

therr communltles belonged to  such groups12 Twenty-flve percent of those 

who sald there were sports clubs In thelr communltles belonged to  such 

clubs Partlcrpatlon In unlons and polltlcal partles stood at 17 percenti3 and 

15 percent, respectlvely, for  survey respondents who said those 

organlzatlons exrsted In thelr nerghborhoods I n  sum, In Peru there IS 

s~gn~ f l can t  partlclpatlon In organlzatlons 

Organlzatlon does not ex~st, 
respondent does not belong or  no 
response 
Belongs to one organ~zatlon 
Belongs to two organlzatlons 
Belongs to three organlzatrons 
Belongs to four to SIX organlzatlons 
Total 

Next we wlll evaluate the "lntenslty" o f  thrs partlclpatlon How 

frequently do people who say they are members of these organlzatrons 

partlcrpate? These data from the 1998 survey are shown In Table 2 2 I t  

must  be noted that  because of changes In the formulatron of the  questrons, 

these responses cannot be compared with those o f  previous years As Table 

l2 Thls percentage IS underestimated, since obviously the major~ty of people are 
neither businesspersons nor producers 

Percentage 

45 0 

31  4 
15 0 
6 1 
2 2 

100 0 

l3  Because ne~ther unlons nor polltlcal part~es have terr~tor~al bases In all 
communlt~es, these percentages are not rellable lndlcators of particlpat~on In these 
organlzatlons 

No of respondents 

802 

560 
268 
108 
4 6 

1,784 
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2 2 shows, more than 30 percent of members of most CIVII soclety 

organizat~ons say they frequently partlclpate In mee t~ngs  

Table 2 2 
Intensity of p a r t l c ~ p a t r o n  in c1v11 society organ~zat ions,  1998 

(Percentages) 

These data regarding part~crpatron are consistent wlth the results of 

t h e  1996 Latrnobarometro survey, In w h ~ c h  Peruv~an averages for 

p a r t ~ c ~ p a t ~ o n  were at  o r  above the  Latln Amer~can average (Flgure 2 3) 

F igure 2 3 
L a t ~ n  Amer ica P a r t l c ~ p a t ~ o n  In selected c lv l l  soc~ety organlzations, 1996 

(Percentages) 

Organ~zat~on 

Parents' assoc~at~on 
Women's assocratlon 
Rellg~ous comrnunrt~es 
Neighborhood 
assoc~at~ons 
Producers' assoc~ations 
Profess~onal 
assoc~at~ons 
Un~ons 
Polltical part~es 
Sports clubs 

I None rn Church org Nelghborhood org @I Women s org 

Source Lat~nobarometro 1996 

We must not  be carried away, however, by  an overly optrrnrstic Image 

based on these levels of part ic~pation People who do partrc~pate In these 

Almost 
never 

3 1  
2 4  
2 9  
6 6  

9 3  
1 0 0  

5 4  
1 2 0  
4 7  

Frequently 

37 4 
54 7 
46 2 

33 6 

29 6 
45 0 

32 4 
2 1 3  
44 0 

Occasion- 
ally 

57 0 
41 1 
49 7 
58 2 

57 4 
45 0 

56 8 
6 2 7  

52 9 

Never 

2 5  
1 8  
1 2  
1 6  

3 7  
0 0  

5 4  
4 0  
0 4  

No of 
respon- 
dents 
321 
287 
543 
244 

54 
20 

37 
75 

255 
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organ~zat~ons feel they have lrttle Influence In dec~srons Seventy-SIX percent 

of  those who partrcrpate rn these groups sard therr oplnlons were rarely or 

never taken rnto account, a f~gure  that dropped to  59 percent among those 

who had held leadersh~p posrtrons In thetr organ~zat~ons and rose to  88 

percent among those who had not held an offrce In the past year T h ~ s  could 

rndlcate a lack of democracy wrth~n the organ~zatrons 

Table 2 3 
Inf luence In t he  o r g a n ~ s a t ~ o n s  I n  w h ~ c h  respondents par t~crpate  

Other questtons must also be taken rnto account Flrst, the 

organ~zatrons that show the greatest parttcrpatlon are those that are not 

"voluntary," that IS, those that did not arlse from the partrclpants' 

spontaneous organ~zatton but are offshoots of pre-exrstlng groups Parents' 

assoc~atlons and relrglous organrzatlons are examples of such groups For 

thrs reason there are llmrted opportunltles for democrat~c par t~c~pa t lon  

w ~ t h r n  t h ~ s  organrzatrons Whrle women's organrzat~ons have srgn~frcant 

voluntary and partrcrpatory elements, they unden~ably depend to a great 

degree on state rnst~tut~ons and NGOs Because they are often lrnked to 

a c t ~ v ~ t ~ e s  connected w ~ t h  food supply and subs~stence, tnvolvement IS often a 

result of srmple necess~ty and not necessarily of a des~re to partrcrpate 

Partrcrpat~on In netghborhood assoc~at~ons IS not strtctly voluntary e~ther, 

because people belong to these organrzatlons slmply because they l ~ v e  ~n a 

particular place 

To what degree do you belreve 
your oplnron IS taken rnto account 
In dec~sron-rnak~ng In the organr- 
zatrons rn whrch you partrcrpate7 

Much 
Ltttle 

Not a t  all 
,. Total 

Problems can be seen not only wrthln organrzatlons, but also In t h e ~ r  

relatlonsh~ps wrth non-members S~xty- four percent (954 respondents) of the 

people rnterv~ewed sald they would l ~ k e  to  particrpate more, of these, 58 

percent do not do so because of a lack of t ~ m e  Th~r ty-e~ght  percent of the 

total number of people rnterv~ewed, however, sard they do not partrc~pate 

more because they do not agree wrth how these organrzatlons functron 

Total 

24 2 
64 8 
11 0 

100 0 

Have you held an office rn 
your organrzatron In the 

. past year7 
Yes 
40 6 
53 8 
5 6 

100 0 

No 
19 1 
69 1 
11 9 

100 0 
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Table 2 4 
Reasons for non-partic~pat~on In organlzatrons 

For all these reasons, care must  be taken not  to jump too qulckly t o  

the  conclus~on that  particlpatlon In civil soc~ety organizations is closely linked 

t o  strengthenrng of civil society o r  benef~cial effects on democracy These can 

result, bu t  only under certarn condrtrons, which do not necessarily exist In 

our  country Thrs has ~mpor tan t  impl~cat ions for promotional work that  seeks 

t o  foster democratic values, since such work tends to  revolve around 

grassroots organizatrons 

Why don't you participate more? 

Lack of time 
I n  my ne~ghborhood/community there are no 
organizations that deal wth issues that interest me 
I don't like the way organizations in my 
nelghborhood function 
They haven't given me the opportunity 
I don't always understand what they are 
d~scussr ng 
I don't think I have the necessary education 
Other reasons 
Total 

Who are the people who show the greatest level of involvement in crvil 

soclety organizations and c o m m u n ~ t y  activism? To answer this question, we 

establrshed an index or  scale o f  partic~patron in crvil society organizations in 

order t o  calculate the mean level o f  partic~pation for the sample as a whole, 

then analyzed how the mean level of part~cipatron in particular control 

groups varies from the overall mean We used the  following procedure to 

create the  scale For each assocratron examined here, a point value o f  zero 

was assigned t o  those who said they were not members of the  organ~zation 

Those who said they were members bu t  never part~cipated were grven a 

point value o f  1 I f  they said they almost never part~cipated they were given 

a point value of 2, and so one, u p  t o  a value o f  4 for those who said they 

part~cipated frequently The point values for each association were then 

added14 Thrs resulted in a scale ranging f rom 0 (no assoclatron membership) 

t o  21 (the h~ghes t  value for part~cipatron found In the survey) I n  

14 Associations consldered In the scale were parents' associations, women's groups, 
religious groups, professional assoclat~ons, ne~ghborhood organlzatlons, unlons, 
polltrcal parties and producers' and cultural organlzatlons Desplte the hlgh level of 
partlc~patron In sports clubs, these were not consldered because prevlous surveys d ~ d  
not take them Into account Because of the aforementioned ~ncornpatrb~l~ty of 
questrons, the analysls was only done wlth data from the 1998 survey 

Percentage 

58 1 
16 8 

8 4 

8 4 
4 9 

2 4 
11 
100 0 

No of 
respondents 

542 
157 

78 

78 
46 

2 2 
10 

933 
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themselves, the values of the range are not important What IS Important IS 

the way the means of each control group vary on thls scale Thls IS shown In 

Figure 2 4 The bars show the mean polnt value of involvement In 
commun~ty  organizations for each group For easler comparlson, the thlcker 

llne on the graph shows the mean of the sample as a wholei5 

Flgure 2 4 
Partlc lpat~on In crv~l  s o c ~ e t y  organlzatlons In varrous control groups 

Hgh soclo-ec level I 

Wdum socio-ec level I I 

2 97 MEAN 

Low soclo-ec level I 

: 

Women 

Other urban - I 
Other rural 

I 
1 1 

Univers~ty grad r I  
Some unlverslty - - I 

Secondary 'd 

Through primary 1 I 
i 

Range of scale 0 to 21 

IS The mean of the sample seems to be far from the maxlmum mean on the scale 
because no respondent partrc~pates frequently In all poss~ble organlzatlons The 
h~ghest polnt value found nl the sample, 21, corresponds to a slngle respondent who 
partlc~pated "frequently" In three organrzat~ons and "occas~onally' ~n three others 
Few respondents showr hrgh point values on the scale, only 32 respondents 
registered between 13 and 18 po~nts 
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The responses are enllghtenlng, they cast doubt on the common 

notion that soclally precarious and excluded sectors -the v~ctlms of soclal 

fragmentat~on- partrclpate less because of thelr marglnallzation (Figure 2 3) 

The data show that partrcrpatlon in clvll soclety organlzatlons IS hrgher than 

average In rural areas, among people at  a low socio-economic level, among 

women, among those whose flrst language IS not Spanlsh, and among people 

who have less educatlon This Idea IS reinforced when we conslder that the 

mean on the scale of partlcrpatlon In communrty organrzatlons for the sample 

as a whole IS 2 98, whlle It IS 4 09 for the dlsadvantaged group16 and 2 78 

for the non-d~sadvantaged group 

I n  Peru, part~c~patron In clvrl soclety organlzatlons IS somewhat lower 

among those whose srtuatron IS relatrvely better than average Thls suggests 

that  the people who partlclpate In clvll soclety organlzatlons probably do so 

as a strategy for lmprovlng thelr llvlng condltlons That IS, collect~ve actlon 

may constitute a strategy by whlch they seek to satlsfy thelr varlous bas~c 

needs The following data reinforce thls argument Those whose houses are 

connected to a water system show a mean level of partrcrpatlon of 2 65, 

wh~ le  thrs level rlses to 4 70 among those who do not have water servlce 

There IS also a srgnflcant drfference In levels of partlclpatlon according 

to age group Young people's partlclpatlon IS clearly below the mean Thls 

may be because there are not specifrc organlzatrons for young people, or ~t 

may be that there IS more of a tendency toward ~nd i v~dua l~sm among youth 

We do not  have sufflclent lnformatron to draw a conclus~on 

It IS Interesting to  note that the socral groups showlng greater 

partrcrpatron In crvll soc~ety organlzatrons are the same ones that show 

relatrvely less Interest In polltlcs and publlc affalrs Thrs confrrms the Idea 

that  part~crpat~on, In and of Itself, does not lead to or result from greater 

commrtment In the publlc sphere Nor does ~t have a democratlzlng effect 

I n  order to ldentlfy those factors that contribute to the declsron to 

partrcrpate In clvrl socrety organ~zat~ons, a regression analysrs was done wlth 

the control variables shown In the preceding graph The results are shown In 

Table 2 5 

l6 The dlsadvantaged group IS made up of people whose hlghest educatlon level IS 

completion of primary school and who are at the lowest soclo-econornlc level or 
whose first language IS Quechua or  Aymara (see Chapter 5) 
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Table 2 5 
Regression analysls of p a r t ~ c ~ p a t l o n  In civ i l  s o c ~ e t y  organlzatlons, 

according to var lous control va r~ab les  

The results In thls table show that  when we control for the effects of 
the other varrables, ne~ther  education level nor flrst language becomes a 

signlfrcant predictor of partrclpatlon In c1v11 soclety organlzatlons T h ~ s  means 

that partlclpatlon 1s not a result of  hav~ng  elther less educatron or a flrst 

language other than Spanish It 1s the result, frrst of all, of age, followed In 

order by soclo-econom~c sltuat~on, sex and area of residence The negative 

slgns for coefflclents of these varrables (except age) lndlcate that the poorest 

people, women and residents of rural areas tend to show hlgher levels of 

partlclpat~on In c1v11 soc~ety organlzatrons Slm~larly, the positrve sign 

associated with the age varlable lndlcates that the greater the age, the 

hlgher the probablllty of partrclpatlon In these organlzatlons 

So far, we have examlned crtlzen partlclpatron In clvrl soclety 

organlzatlons Partlclpatron does not stop there, however I t  IS also 

expressed In a slgnif~cant way by  involvement In actlvltles related to  

communlty welfare, through forms of partlcrpatlon that lead to  solvlng 

part~cular problems wlthout commlttlng people to  all the tasks lnvolved In 

partlclpatron In a formal organlzatlon Thrs w11l be exarnlned In detall In the 

followrng sectlon 

Slgnlfl- 
cance 

000 
000 
000 
001 
352 
98 1 
000 

Standar 
d lzed 
coef 
Beta 

147* 
- 130* 
- 107* 
- 093" 
- 029 

001 

r 

t value 

5 939 
-3 935 
-4 562 
-3 254 
- 930 

023 
8 247 

Predlctlve Variables 

Aq e 
Soclo-economlc cond~t~on 
Sex 
Reg~on 
Educatron Level 
Natlve languaqe 
Constant 
Adjusted R' 

Non- 
standardized 
coefflclents 

Standard 
B I Error 

04 1 
- 337 
- 758 
- 436 
- 023 

007 
086 
166 
134 

, 025 
005 / 234 

3 201 1 388 
074 
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2 2 Involvement In commun~ty-based actlvrsm 

The potentral posltlve effects of lnvolvernent (lmprovement of soclal 

cond~tions, Increase In self-esteem, better Income red~str~but~on,  etc ) can 

also -perhaps especrally- be achleved through self-help act~vltles, particularly 

those related to communlty or nerghborhood Improvement To measure the 

degree to whrch Peruvrans are lnvolved In thls klnd of community-based 

actlv~sm, respondents were asked the questlons shown In Table 2 6 (the 

percentages lndlcate the afflrmatlve responses to each of the questlons for 

each survey year) 

Table 2 6 
Frequency of ~nvoivement rn commun~ty-based activrsm, 1996-1998 

(Percentage of aff~rmatlve responses) 

The preceding table does not show substantral change from year to 

year, although there IS a downward trend In communlty based activlsm The 

data are rnsuff~c~ent for us to draw a deflnrte conclus~on, however 

The table shows a relatrvely hrgh level o f  partrclpatlon In meetlngs to 

solve a problem or  make some lmprovement In the communlty About half 

the people surveyed sald they had taken part In thls type of meetlng Fewer 

than one-thrrd, however, sard they had donated money or  rnaterrals to solve 

a communrty problem or improve therr nerghborhoods, while a s~rnllar 

number sald they had helped form a group for such a purpose 

1998 
30 8 

27 0 

39 1 

45 5 

23 0 

Question 
Have you tried to solve some problem In your 
communlty? 
Have you donated money or mater~al to solve 
some problem or make some improvement In 
your community? 
Have you prov~ded your own work or labor? 
Have you attended meetlngs to solve some 
problem or make some Improvement In your 
community? 
Have you helped form a new group to resolve 
some local problem or seek some rmprovement 
In your commun1ty7 

These percentages support the Idea of a soclally actlve population, as 

was seen In the prevlous sectlon Although ~t IS true that the majorlty of 

those tntervlewed survey do not take part In each of these actlv~tres, at least 

1996 
36 0 

33 9 

45 9 
50 7 

n d 

1997 
35 0 

29 0 

46 4 
47 6 

24 5 



one-th~rd, and In some cases a slgnlf~cantly hlgher percentage, say they 

partlc~pate In thls klnd of community-based actlvlsm As we will see on the 

follow~ng scale of commun~ty part~clpat~on, only one-th~rd of those 

Interwewed s a ~ d  they d ~ d  not partlc~pate In any of these actlvltles 

To ldentlfy the groups that tend to show a h~gher degree of 

community-based actlv~sm, a scale was establ~shed that comb~ned the 

quest~ons In the preceding table A polnt value of 1 was given to every 

actlvlty In whlch the respondent part~c~pated I f  the person d ~ d  not 

part~clpate In an actlvlty, a polnt value of 0 was ass~gned The scale of 

community-based ac t~v~sm,  therefore, ranges from 0 (dld not partlclpate In 

any of the flve actlvltles) to 5 (par t~c~pated In all of them) Once again, the 

absolute values on the scale are not slgnlflcant In themselves What IS 

important are the relatlonsh~ps found In the varlous groups wlth regard to 

community-based actlvlsm I n  F~gure 2 5 we see the mean p o ~ n t  values of 

thls p a r t ~ c ~ p a t ~ o n  accord~ng to varlous control variables 

The relatlonsh~ps shown In thls f~gure  are slmllar to those found In the 

sectlon about partlclpatlon In clvll soclety organlzatlons I n  general, 

tradlt~onally excluded groups show a somewhat hlgher level of commun~ty 

par t~c~pat lon For example, the mean levels of lnvolvement are hlgher among 

those whose f ~ r s t  language IS Quechua, the poor, residents of rural areas and 

those who have llttle education (prlrnary school or less) We also flnd a lower 

degree of ~nvolvement among young people There IS, however, one 

Important except~on Wh~le women show a hlgher degree of partrclpatlon In 

CIVII soc~ety organ~zat~ons than men, they tend to show a lower level than 

men In commun~ty-based actlvlsm T h ~ s  difference IS easlly expla~ned At the 

beginn~ng of t h ~ s  chapter, we saw that there was greater ~nvolvement In 

three types of assoc~at~ons parents' assoc~at~ons, rel~glous commun~ties and 

women's groups Women tend to have a greater presence In the latter two, 

wh~ch  IS reflected In the hlgher polnt value of t h e ~ r  partlclpatron Women 

tend to part~clpate less than men In actlvitles assoc~ated wlth commun~ty 

self-help, however, since ~t IS generally the head of household (most of 

whom are men) who IS respons~ble for partlclpat~ng In self-help actlvltles, 

especially those requlrlng labor for construction or  other actlon 
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F~gure  2 5 
Community involvement among various control populations 

25 to 34 

18 to24 

Hgh soc~o ec level 

MEAN 

&durn soclo-ec level - -  ..- ..- - 

... 

Other urban I 1 I 

1 65 

Low soclo ec level 

Un~ers~ ty  grad 
I 

. 

Other rural 

Secondary I 

I 

I 

Range of scale 0 to 5 

Through prtrrrary 

I t should be noted that although the mean differences shown In the 

preceding graph are all statistrcally significant, in absolute terms there IS not 

a great deal of difference among them The results confirm what we have 

already said about participatron rn civrl soclety organizations Collective 
actron appears to be a resource for trying to  meet baslc needs Thus, those 
whose houses have water and electricrty connectrons show a mean level of 

community-based actrvlsm of 1 49, w h ~ l e  those who lack such connectrons 

show a mean of 2 17 Simrlarly, among the disadvantaged group we f ~ n d  that 

the mean level of community actlvlsm IS 1 91, whrle among others rt IS 1 6 1  

- - -..- a " d I 



To ldentlfy whlch of the Indicated factors are most important In 

deterrn~nrng levels of communrty-based actlvrsm, we drd a regression 

analysls The results, presented In Table 2 7, show that nether  language nor 

area of residence IS a slgniflcant predictor of rnvolvement when we control 

for age, sex, educatlon and socio-economlc condlt~on Of all these variables, 
the most important In determinlng the level of community-based actlvlsm IS 

age, followed by soclal class 

Table 2 7 
Regression analysls of commun~ty-based actlv~sm 

accord~ng t o  varlous control var~ables 

Based on the regression sample, the educatlon varrable deserves 

specral comment Education level IS a statrstlcally slgniflcant determinlng 

factor In communrty rnvolvement, but In the opposite way than expected We 

had argued that lnvolvernent was a compensating strategy used by excluded 

sectors, and that more prlvlleged groups would show lower levels of 

partrcrpatlon We thus expected the coefflclent of the educatlon varrable to 

have a negatlve value (partlclpatlon increases as education level decreases) 

But the regresslon analysis shows that the education varrable has a posltrve 

slgn, meanlng that people do not get more involved In community-based 

a c t ~ v ~ s m  s~mply  because they have less educatlon, but  for other reasons (for 

example, a lack of baslc services) When we  sola ate the effects of other 

varrables, we see that education has a positlve effect on commun~ty-based 

partlclpatlon Thls makes sense ~f we assume that educatron IS an asset that 

favors collective actlon 

Overall, we flnd that those who show greater lnvolvernent in civil 

soclety organlzatlons and community-based act lv~sm tend to belong to less- 

favored groups In Peruvlan society, such as women, those wlth the least 

Slgnlfi 
cance 

000 
00 1 
000 
013 
138 
062 
000 

Pred~ctive Varrables 

Aq e 
Soclo-econorn~c condltron 
Sex 
Education level 
Reglon 

I Natrve lanquage 
Constant 
Adjusted R' 

Non- 
standardrzed 
coefflclents 

Standard 
[zed 
coef 
Beta 

127* 
- Ill* 
088* 
081* 
- 044 
- 048 

B 
016 

- 126 
27 5 
028 

- 091 
- 202 
1 156 

t value 

4 892 
-3 222 
3 587 
2 491 
-1 483 
-1 865 
6 443 

Standard 
error 

003 
039 
077 
011 
061 
108 
179 

035 
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educat~on and the poor Thls lndlcates that these groups assume these forms 
of collect~ve actlon as a strategy for compensat~ng for things they lack While 

these actlons are useful In atta~nlng that goal, however, they do not 

necessarily have a democratrzrng effect To achleve thrs, other condrt~ons 

must e x ~ s t  that lead civil society organrzatrons t o  functron democrat~cally, 

wlth flurd relat~onshrps between leaders and the rank and f~le, as well as 

between members and non-members 



3 LEGITIMACY OF THE POLITICAL SYSTEM AND ITS 
INSTITUTIONS 

3 1 Overall support for the pol~t~cal  system 

Varlous stud~es have shown a close relat~onshlp between trust In the 

p o l ~ t ~ c a l  system and ma~ntenance of democracy Convent~onal w~sdom holds 

that sat~sfact~on w ~ t h  the work~ngs of the pollt~cal system and ~ t s  lnstitutlons 

leads to "d~ffuse support" for the system T h ~ s  in turn becomes a sort of 

"reserve" of leglt~macy that the democrat~c system can use when the country 

f ~ n d s  Itself In a d ~ f f ~ c u l t  sltuatlon Thls means that sat~sfaction wlth and trust 

In the pollt~cal system not only serve to strengthen exlstlng democracy, 

more ~mportantly, they lay the groundwork for future leg~timacy As we w ~ l l  

see, however, the assumpt~ons Inherent In thls convent~onal understanding 

are not borne out In Peru The survey shows extremely h ~ g h  levels of d~strust 

In the p o l ~ t ~ c a l  system and ~ t s  ~ns t~ tu t lons  Thls does not, however, Imply 

reject~on of democracy Itself On the contrary, it IS a c r ~ t ~ c a l  react~on to a 

government that IS considered author~ tar~an Support for the system, on the 

other hand, IS associated w ~ t h  greater tolerance for authoritarian behav~or 

To what degree are Peruv~ans satrsf~ed w ~ t h  the pollt~cal system and its 

Inst~tutions? To measure the level of sat~sfact~on, we used a scale of support 

for the pollt~cal system that has been used successfully on other occasions 

The scale Includes frve questrons and begins w ~ t h  the follow~ng phrase "Now 

we would llke to talk about p o l ~ t ~ c a l  ~ n s t ~ t u t ~ o n s  in Peru, such as the 

Presidency, Congress, the Jud~c~a l  Branch, pol~trcal part~es, etc , that IS, the 

polrt~cal system In general I am going to read you a series of quest~ons and 

would l ~ k e  you to tell me where you see yourself on the scale from 1 to 7 " 
The response optrons range from 1 ("not a t  all") to  7 ("very much") The 

questions are 

Do you believe the Peruvlan courts guarantee a falr trial? 

Do you trust the po l~ t~ca l  i ns t~ tu t~ons  In Peru? 

Do you belleve the Peruv~an polltlcal system protects people's 

fundamental r~ghts? 
* Are you personally satrsfied wlth the Peruv~an polltlcal system? 
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Do you personally support the rnstrtutrons of the Peruvran polrtrcal 

system? 

The 1998 survey shows that Peruvians have a fairly crrtrcal attrtude 

toward their polrtical system For each of the questrons, no fewer than one- 

thrrd of the respondents chose the  extreme op t~on  of drstrust I n  some cases, 

the proportron expressing extreme drstrust neared 50 percent of 

respondents 

As we see in Frgure 3 1, when asked whether they personally 

supported Peru's polrtrcal ~nstrtutions, 49 percent of the people rntervrewed 

said "not at all " I f  the two lowest pornts on the scale are combrned, the 

percentage of drscontent wrth the Peruvran politrcal system IS overwhelmrng, 

never lower than 53 percent I n  every case, 50 percent or more of those 

rntervrewed placed themselves a t  one of the two pornts representing greatest 

drscontent wrth the polrtrcal system 

At the other extreme o f  the distrrbut~on IS a trny percentage that 

expresses sattsfactron wrth the Peruvian political system When the hrghest 

three points of sattsfactron are combrned, the percentages do not exceed 12 

percent, and rn two cases they barely reach 9 percent (see Frgure 3 1) 
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Figure 3 1 
Ind~cators  of support for t h e  Peruvian polrt~cal system, 1998 

I I 

DO you sqport I h e p o l ~ t r ~  I N I I I L ~ I O N ?  

A reyousz i~s f~g l  w ~ t h t h e P e r w ~ ~ p o l ~ t ~ d  system? 

Do youbel~evethesystmprotects pmplesr gnts? 

00 youtrust t t m p o l ~ t ~ d  1~t l tL81om InPeru? 

DO you bedlevelhecams gUiTin(ee afar tr1a7 

- 
4 5 I 6 Veryrnuch ~ o t  at all 1 2 3 -- 

~ D O  pubr l~eve thecourts guaranteeafalr I 36 1 I 17 8 I 22 6 15 5 4 9 19  12 
' trial? I 1 I - I 
EIDO p u  trust thepolltlca~ ~nst~tut~ons ~n pwu? 358 190 20 9 1 155 5 5 2 1 12 ' - 
El Do you telleve the system protects peoples 33 8 19 9 19 8 149 1 69 2 5 2 1 1 

nghts? i 1 i 

12 5 6 1 36  OAreyousat~sfiedwth the Perwlan polltlcal 398 184 1 173 2 3  1 

To compare levels of cltrzen acceptance of the Peruv~an polltical 

system shown In this survey wlth those of previous years, we established an 

Index or scale of support for the po l~ t~ca l  system, add~ng the responses to the 

flve preced~ng questrons (and dlvldng by 5 to maintam the orlglnal range of 

the scale) L ~ k e  the survey quest~ons, the resulting scale has a range of 1 to 

7, where 1 const~tutes complete reject~on of the system and 7 represents 
total support, w ~ t h  4 as the m ~ d p o ~ n t  The overall mean on the scale of 

support for the po l~ t~ca l  system IS 2 45 Thls figure clearly indicates citlzen 

system? j 
00 vou s u ~ ~ r t  t he~ l r t ~ca l  ~nstrtutlons? 489 158 1 151 10 0 5 1 3 0 2 1 

I 
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drssatrsfactron wrth t he  general worklngs of  t h e  Peruvran polrtrcal system, 

since rt IS well below t he  mrdpornt o f  4'' 

I f  we compare t he  results of  the  1998 survey wrth those o f  the two  

prevrous years, we frnd a drop rn t he  mean level of support for  the Peruvlan 

po l i t~ca l  system, as w e  shall see In t he  followrng graph 

While the  mean level o f  support In 1996 was 3 15, In 1997 rt was 

3 12, and In 1998 rt was only 2 45 It IS drffrcult t o  determrne to  what degree 

this drop reflects a real t rend o f  growlng drscontent wrth the Peruvran 

polrtrcal system, o r  whether rt reflects normal varlatrons of probabrlity 

samplrng o r  results f rom changes In the  way the  questron was phrased 

Whether o r  not  the  degree o f  support for  the  polttrcal system has 

actually decreased, r t  IS ~ m p o r t a n t  t o  note tha t  the  levels shown In the last 

three years are extremely low In every case, the  mean level of  support was 

below t he  rnrdpo~nt of  the  scale 

I t  must be noted that two of the questrons rn the 1998 survey were phrased 
drfferently from the prevrous polls I n  1996 and 1997 respondents were asked, "To 
what degree do you feel proud to lrve under the Peruvran polrtlcal system?' I n  1998, 
thrs was changed to "Are you personally satrsfred wlth the Peruvran polrtrcal 
system?" Srmrlarly, In 1996 and 1997 respondents were asked, 'To what degree do 
you belreve the Peruvran polrtrcal system must be supported?" I n  1998, however, 
they were asked, "Do you personally support the rnstrtutrons of the Peruvran polrtrcal 
system?" We belreve the formulatron of the questron In the 1998 survey IS more 
preclse than in prevrous years, In the sense that the respondent IS asked drredly 
about hrs or her level of satrsfactron wrth -- and support for -- the system, 
partrcularly because the normative element ("must be supported") IS removed and 
the respondent IS asked drrectly whether he or she supports the system 

Emplr~cal evrdence that the new formulatron IS better than that of prevlous surveys 
IS seen when we compare the Alpha coeffrcrents of relrabrlrty of the respectrve scales 
(the Gutrnann Alpha coeffrc~ent IS used to measure the degree of correlatron or 
Internal consrstency of the rtems In a partrcular scale or rndex Values of 8 or above 
rnd~cate the scale IS hrghly relrable ) Whrle the scale of support for the polrtrcal 
system has an Alpha coeffrcrent of 786 and 801 In 1996 and 1997 respectrvely, that 
frgure rrses to 819 rn 1998 
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F ~ g u r e  3 2 
Support for  the  pol~tlcal system, 1996-1998 

Mean of scale of Courts Trust ~n Baslc rights Sat~sfied with Supports 
support for guarantee fa r  ~nst~tut~ons protected pol~tical system instituttons of 

system tr~al pol~t~cal system 

How do the mean levels of support for the polltlcal system vary by 

control group' We flnd statlst~cally s~gnlflcant dlfferences In mean levels of 

support for the system by age, education level, place of residence and soclo- 

economlc level The means are hlgher among young people, those w ~ t h  less 

educatron, those a t  lower soclo-economlc levels and those who llve In rural 

areas (Flgure 3 3) 

These dlfferences, however, must not make us lose slght of the 

Important fact that cltlzen d~ssat~s fac t~on wlth the polltlcal system IS falrly 

widespread I n  fact, among those more ~ n c l ~ n e d  to support the Peruvlan 

polltlcal system, such as youth (18-24 years), residents of rural areas and 

the poor, the mean level of support IS less than 3, a figure that IS 

substantially below the mldpolnt (4) of the scale 
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Ffgure 3 3 
Support for the Peruvian political system among various control groups 

MEAN 

University grad 

S o m  unlvers~ty 

Secondary 

Through prmary 

Other urban 

Other rural 

I 
I 
I H~gh soc~o-ec level 
I 
I 
I Medurn soclo ec level 

Low soclo-ec level 

I I 

Range of scale 1 to 7 

These results allow us to better understand what has been sard In 

prevrous sectrons We see that, on average, the most precarrous and 
excluded sectors tend to support the politrcal system to a greater degree, 

wh11e those whose s~tuatron IS better are more crrtrcal This could lndrcate 

that support for the polrt~cal system IS a srgn of a lower level of crrtrcal 

analysrs, an argument that IS confrrmed when we contrast the scale of 

Interest In publlc affarres wrth that of support for the polltical system (Figure 

3 4), we find that those who show greater rnterest In publrc affairs support 
the system to a lesser degree 
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Frgure 3 4 
Support for the Peruv~an polrt~cal system accord~ng to 

Interest rn publrc affarrs 

c 
m L~ttle 2 3 4 Great 

I 3  ~nterest ~nterest 

1 Scale of lnterest in publlc affalrs 
I 

I f  we look separately a t  how the scales of lnformatlon consumptlon 

(radlo, televls~on, newspapers) correspond to support for the polltlcal 

system, we f ~ n d  the clearest behav~or In the var~able related to following 

televls~on news (Flgure 3 5) Those who most frequently watch telev~sion 

news programs show the least trust In the pollt~cal system 

F~gure 3 5 
Support for the Peruvran pol~tlcal system 
accordrng to televrsron news consumptlon 

Never Som etrrnes Frequently I 

telews~on news consumption 

As stated earher, support for the pol~tlcal system therefore could 

result from a lower level of c r ~ t ~ c a l  analysis Thus, ~t IS erroneous to thlnk 

that support for the pollt~cal system can lead to greater support for 
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democracy Thrs becomes clear when we see that  those who show a greater 

support for the po l~ t~ca l  system are those who have a hrgher oprnron of the 

functronrng of democracy In the country (figure 3 6), but are more lrkely to 

accept an authorltarian government (figure 3 7) 

F~gure 3 6 
Support for the poiitrcal system 

accordrng to oplnlon of the funct~onrng of democracy In Peru 

Very poorly Poorly Average Well Very well 
I 

How does democracy functlon ~n Peru? 

We also see that those who most staunchly support democracy as a 

system show mean levels of support for the system below those of people 

who say an authorrtar~an government may sometrmes be better than a 

democratrc one (Frgure 3 7) 

F~gure 3 7 
Support for the Peruvran pol~tlcal system 

accord~ng to oplnlon of democracy as a po l~ t~ca l  system 

' 5 > 
a, Democracy IS preferable To ord~nary people ~t In some cases an - 
c to any other form of makes no difference authoritar~an government 
03 s government whether the sr j tem IS may be preferable 

democratic or not 
I 

W ~ t h  whlch of the follow~ng statements do you most agree? 
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Survey data reinforce the correlatlon between support for the polltlcal 

system and greater tolerance for authorltarran~sm We established a scale of 

tolerance toward authorltarlan behavior by presidents, whtch IS analyzed In 

detall In Chapter 7 We found that those who were more tolerant of 

presldentlal authorltarlanlsm also showed greater support for the polltlcal 

system (Flgure 3 8) 

Flgure 3 8 
Support for the Peruv~an pol~tlcal system 

accord~ng to tolerance for presidentlal authorl tar~an~asm 

1 Never 4 5 Can be just~fied 

Scale of support for author~tar~an pres~dent I 

We also flnd that greater support for the polltlcal system IS associated 

wlth a hrgher oplnlon of President F U J I ~ O ~ I ' S  performance (Flgure 3 9) Thls 

shows that people closely associate the polltlcal system wlth the 

government The Pearson correlatlon between support for the polltlcal 

system and a hlgher oplnlon of F u j l r n o r ~ ' ~  performance IS a relatively hlgh 

38 To a large degree, therefore, c r~ t r c~sm of the system IS crltrclsm of the 

government, rather than rejection of democracy as a pol~tlcal system 
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Figure 3 9 
Support for t h e  Peruv~an political system 

according to  opinion o f  President Fuj~mori's performance 

Very poor Poor Average Good Very good 
I 

Oplnlon of Fuj~mor~ s performance 

What we have seen so far suggests that the prestdent IS ldenttf~ed 

wlth authoritarian behavior The Pearson correlation between the evaluatton 

of President Fujtmori's performance and tolerance for presidentla1 

author~tarianlsm IS 24, which represents a moderate correlation 

We should polnt out that  support for the polttical system is related to 

the respondent's ideology as measured on a continuum from left to  r ~ g h t  

The data show that respondents who place themselves farther to the r ~ g h t  on 

the scale tend to support the system to a greater degree (Ftgure 3 10) 

Because the government IS identified wlth a center-right position, support for 

the system is greater among those who also place themselves on that part of 

the spectrum 
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F~gure  3 10 
Support for the Peruv~an polit~cal system 

accord~ng to respondent's ~deology 

left 

Respondent s ~deolog~cal pos~t~on 

rght 

I n  summary, support for the pollttcal system IS extremly low Those 

who tend to show somewhat greater support Irve In precarious condltlons, 

and thelr support could be a function of a lower level of crlt~cal analysls Thls 

greater support IS associated wlth a relatively h~gher  oplnlon of the present 

admln~strat~on's performance and greater tolerance of authorltarlan behavlor 

by presrdents These low levels of support, therefore, do not represent a 

lower level of support for democracy as a system, but a lack of support for a 

government that IS percerved as authorltarlan 

Of all the control var~ables shown In Flgure 3 3, whlch are the greatest 

factors In determln~ng levels of support for the system and what IS t h e ~ r  

relatlve we1ght7 The regression analys~s shown In Table 3 1 prov~des some 

answers 
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Table 3 1 
Regress~on analysis of support for the pol~t~cal  system 

uslng varrous control var~ables 

We find that support for the polit~cal system IS, frrst of all, Inversely 

proportional to the respondent's education, wlth those havlng more 

education showlng less support for the system Age IS In second place, there 

IS greater support among young people I n  thlrd place is area of residence, 
wlth greater support found in rural areas Lastly, and lnterestlngiy there is a 

pos~tive correlat~on between soclo-economlc level and degree of acceptance 

of the polltlcal system when we control for education, area of residence and 

other varrables Neither sex nor language IS statist~cally significant In 

determining levels of support for the system 

Earller In this section, when we analyzed the means, soc~o-economlc 

conditron showed an Inverse relationsh~p to support for the polltical system 

That is, the mean level of support was hlgher among those at lower soclo- 

economic levels The regression analysis, however, shows that the soclo- 

economic variable has a posltrve sign This does not contradict what we have 

already seen, but ~t shows that if all other variables remain constant, a 

hlgher socio-economlc level has a positlve effect on support for the system 

I n  other words, people do not support the system more slmply because they 

are poor, but because they have less education, are younger or  live In rural 

areas 

S~gnlfi- 
cance 

000 
000 
000 
006 
176 
149 
000 

The varlables shown In the preceding table are not the only ones that 

can be used to pred~ct levels of support for the system As we have seen, 

there are polrt~cal variables that appear to be associated with thls dependent 

variable For thls reason, we did a second regression analysis, rnclud~ng 

t value Predlctlve varlables 

Education level 
Age 
Reqlon 
Soclo-economic condrtron 
Sex 
Flrst language 
Constant 
Adjusted R' 

Standardized 
coef 

Beta 

Non-standard~zed 
coefficients 

B 
Error 

Estandar 
- 047 
- 016 
- 209 
083 
080 
128 

3 412 

009 
002 
048 
030 
059 
088 
146 

- 177* 1 -5 345 

053 

- 173* 
- 133% 
097* 
035 
038 

-6 389 
-4 362 
2 763 
1 355 
1 442 

23 289 
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p o l ~ t ~ c a l  varlables such as Interest In publlc affalrs, following televlslon news, 

~deology, opinlon of the  functioning of democracy1', oplnlon of the  

president's performance, tolerance for presidential authorltar~anlsm, and 

preference for democracy as a polltlcal systemlg (Table 3 2) 

Table 3 2 
Regression anaiys~s of support for the p o l ~ t ~ c a l  system 

using varlous control and "pol~t~cal"  var~ables 

The results of  the regression analysls allow us to  compare varlous 

elements Flrst, the ~ncorporatlon of  the addlttonal varlables stgnlflcantly 

Improves the  ablllty to  make p red~c t~ons ,  as can be seen In the Increase of  

the adjusted R~ value from 051 t o  235 We also f ~ n d  that  the var~ables that  

18 I n  order to Incorporate thls last var~able In the regresslon, ~t had to be redefined as 
follows A po~n t  value of 0 was ass~gned to those who sa~d democracy In Peru worked 
very poorly, and values of 1, 2 and 3 respectively to those who cons~dered ~t poor, 
average and good At the other end of the scale, those who sa~d ~t worked well were 
ass~gned a point value of 4 

S~gnrfl- 
cance 

000 
000 
001 
016 
098 
289 
000 

000 

003 

020 
027 

368 

814 

000 

Educat~on level 
fig e 
Req~on 
Soclo-econom~c condit~on 
Sex 
First lanquaqe 
Op~nlon of  F U J I ~ O ~ I ' s  
performance 
Evaluat~on of the functlon~ng of 
democracy In Peru 
Scale of support for 
authorltarran behavlor by 
pres~dents 
Follow~ng of televls~on news 
Scale of extreme left and 
extreme r ~ g h t  
Preference for democracy as a 
system 
Scale of ~nterest  rn publlc 
af fa~rs 
Constant 
Pdjusted R~ 

19 This vanable was redef~ned as follows A polnt vaue of 1 was glven to those who 
sa~d an authoritar~an government IS sometlrnes preferable to a democrat~c one, a 
value of 2 to those who said ~t makes no d~fference, and a value of 3 to those who 
sa~d democracy IS preferable to any other form of government 

t value 

-3 510 
-3 985 
-3 345 
2413 
1657  
1 0 6 1  
7 972 

5 744 

2 941 

-2 325 
2222 

900 

- 235 

4 805 

Standard 
ized coef 

Beta 

- 119* 
- 117" 
- 107" 

085" 
046 
030 
262* 

185" 

092* 

- 072" 
061* 

027 

- 007 

Non-standardrzed 
coefflc~entes 
B 

- 034 
- 010 
- 176 
073 
105 
113 
333 

265 

094 

- 160 
036 

042 

- 012 

1 555 
235 

Standard 
error 
010 
003 
053 
030 
063 
106 
042 

046 

032 

069 
016 

046 

050 

324 
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appeared to be signrficant predrctors of support for the system are still 

statistically signifrcant when new variables are incorporated This indicates 

that education, soc~al class, age and area of residence are s~gnificant 

predictors of levels of support for the system With respect to the politrcal 

variables rncluded in thrs second regression analysis, we frnd somethrng very 

important The variables that  best indicate support for the system are 

support for President F U J I ~ O ~ I ' S  administration and a positive opinron of how 

democracy works in the country After the sociodemographrc variables of 

educatron, age and area of residence, the next most important variable is 

tolerance for authoritarian behavior by a president The other variables that 

influence support for the political system are following television news and 

the respondent's ideology The regression shows that interest In public affairs 

and preference for a democratrc government are not determining factors in 

support for the system if the other varrables remain constant 

The regression analysis confirms what we have seen earlier in thrs 

sectron It is worth notrng that the variable that most strongly ~ndrcates 

support for the political system is the respondent's opinion of Fujlmori's 

performance, which re~nforces the rdea that respondents closely associated 

the political system wrth the government The second strongest variable IS 

the evaluatron of how well democracy functions This supports the argument 

that those who are less critical of the functroning of the democracy are those 

who show greater support for a system that has, in general, lost publrc 

backrng 
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3 2 Trust In political institutions 

To more accurately gauge c~ t~zens '  a t t~ tudes  toward the Peruv~an 

pol l t~cal  system, respondents were asked about thelr  level of confldence In 

varlous p o l ~ t ~ c a l  and non-pol~t lcal  na t~ona l  ~ns t~ tu t l ons  As In the preceding 

case, we used a seven-po~nt scale whose m ~ d p o ~ n t ,  o r  neutral po~nt ,  IS four 

As we saw ear l~er  when we analyzed the degree of support for the pol l t~cal  

system, respondents showed a marked lack of t rust  In po l~ t~ca l  ~ n s t ~ t u t ~ o n s  

U s ~ n g  as a p o ~ n t  of comparison the  level of conf~dence In the Cathollc Church, 

whose mean of 5 6 In 1998 places ~t a t  a relat~vely h ~ g h  trust level, we can 

see more clearly the degree of distrust In Peru's p o l ~ t ~ c a l  ~ n s t ~ t u t ~ o n s  

Let's b e g ~ n  by cons~de r~ng  purely pol i t~cal  ~ns t~ tu t i ons  Go~ng  from least 

t o  greatest, In the 1998 data, the  mean level of t rust  In the Judlc~al Branch IS 

2 6, In Congress, 2 7, In the Attorney General's Off~ce, 3 3, In the Controller 

General, 3 3, and In the Ombudsman's Offlce, 3 9 When we compare these 

results w ~ t h  earher polls, there IS no t  a clear t rend of change (F~gure 3 11) 

F~gure  3 11 
Trust In polltlcal tnstltuttons, 1996-1998 

I 

4 5 
7 

Judlclal Branch Congress Attorney Controller Ombudsman s 
General s Office General Office I 

I 

What stands out IS that  all ~ n s t ~ t u t ~ o n s  except the Ombudsman's Offlce 

lnsplre low levels of trust, below the mrdpolnt on the scale One explanat~on 

for the hlgher ratlng of the Ombudsman's Offlce IS ~ t s  clear Independence 
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from the Executive Branch and its dedrcatron to  the defense of clvrl rights 

that often are v~olated by other state rnstrtutrons 

Let's look at other instrtutrons considered In the survey As we have 

seen, the Catholic Church IS the  rnstrtution that insplres greatest trust ( w ~ t h  

a mean o f  5 6 in 1998) I n  1998, journalrsts had a mean trust level of 3 9, 

the Armed Forces, 3 6, and the  National Polrce a very low 3 1 This IS not 

surprising when we consider the data about lack of public safety presented In 

Chapter 6 We do not f ~ n d  srgnificant varratrons when we compare these 

results with those of previous years (Figure 3 12) 

F ~ g u r e  3 12 
Trust In the  CathoI~c Church, ~ournalrsts,  t h e  Armed Farces and P o l ~ c e  

1996-1998 

Cathol~c Church Journal~sts Armed Forces Pol~ce 

Among rnstitutrons that are not lrnked to the central government and 

that are, by nature, closer to  the people, we f ~ n d  that the 1998 survey shows 

show a mean trust level of 3 8 In provincial governments and 3 6 In district 

governments As we have seen, nerghborhood organrzations show a 

relatively hrgh level of 4 2, above the mldpornt Un~ons have a mean of 3 5 
There are no signrficant varrations when we compare these results w ~ t h  the 

surveys of the last two years (see Figure 3 13) 
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Flgure 3 13 
C ~ t ~ z e n  trust In rnunlc~pal governments, neighborhood 

organlzatlons and unlons, 1996-1998 

D~str~ct Provlnc~al Ne~ghbor hood Un~on Orgs 
I government government org s I 

I 
I 

F~nally, let's look a t  the 1998 data regard~ng c ~ t ~ z e n  trust ~n 

lnst~tutions related to elect~ons The survey shows a mean level of trust of 

3 4 In the Nat~onal Elect~ons Board (JNE), a mean of 3 5 In the Nat~onal 

Off~ce of Electoral Processes (ONPE), and a mean of 3 6 In the Nat~onal 

Reg~stry of I den t~ ty  and C iv~ l  Status (RENIEC) among respondents who say 

they are f a m ~ l ~ a r  w ~ t h  these ~ n s t ~ t u t ~ o n s  (a relat~vely small percentage In 

comparison to those who recognzed other ~ns t l tu t~ons we have ment~oned 

prev~ously) Tak~ng ~ n t o  account data from prevlous years, there seems to be 

a downward trend, although it IS d ~ f f ~ c u l t  to know for certa~n, slnce the 

d~fferences are clearly w~th ln  the margin of sample error (F~gure 3 14) 

Flgure 3 14 

Trust In electoral ~nstltut~ons, 1996 - 1998 

JNE ONPE RENIEC 
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To round out an analys~s of the trust level In electoral bodres, we must 

take rnto cons~deratron other survey data, whrch show that the great 

rnajorrty of those ~ntervrewed (67 percent) belleve electoral fraud is 

comrnrtted rn Peru I t  must be noted that the survey was done just a few 

days after the rnunicrpal electrons In October 1998 Accordrng to the results 

of the 1996 Latinobarometro survey, the lack of farth In clean electrons In 

Peru was no h~gher than the Latrn Amerrcan average 

Before contrnurng w ~ t h  the comparatrve analysrs of trust rn pollt~cal 

~nstrtutrons, rt IS worth notrng that the people rnterv~ewed were not famrlrar 

wlth many of the rnstrtutrons mentroned In the survey questrons For thls 

reason, many drd not respond to  questrons about therr level of confidence in 

these rnstrtut~ons The results we have examrned so far refer to cases In 

whrch the survey respondents replled to questions about thelr level of trust 

rn certaln rnstrtutrons I n  all the years of the survey, however, a cet-tarn 

percentage of people have not responded because they drd not know or were 

unfamrlrar with the ~nstrtution ment~oned In the questron (Table 3 3) 

Table 3 3 
Percentage of those interviewed who did not know or were unfamiliar 

with various inst~tutrons 

As we can see, the least-known lnstrtutron IS the Controller General, 

followed rn order by the Natronal Regrstry of Identity and Crvrl Status 

(RENIEC) and the Ombudsman's Office The level of unfarnrlrarrty is hrgher 

among women, people wrth less educatron, those whose first language IS 

Quechua, those at lower socio-econornlc levels and those who lrve rn rural 

areas For example, 40 percent of respondents answered "Don't know" or 

Instrtut~on 

Congress 
Judrc~al Branch 
Attorney General 
Ombudsman's Offrce 
JNE 
RENIEC 
ONPE 
Controller General 
Drstrlct Government 
Pmnaal Government 
Armed Forces 
Natronal Polrce 
Catholrc Church 
Journalists 

Total percentage of 

1996 
5 9  
4 3  
2 6 1  
27 5 
1 6 8  
3 2 4  
2 2 4  
3 0 2  
8 8 
6 1 
4 6  
3 0  
3 5  
5 2  

Don t know 
non-respondents 

1997 
5 0  
5 1  
1 1 7  
13 5 
1 0 7  
1 6 6  
1 7 1  
1 9 8  
5 2 
7 0 
4 7  
4 1  
4 3  
6 1  

Unfamrlrar w ~ t h  

1996 
5 9  
4 3  
6 0  
4 4 
5 9  
4 7  
3 6  
4 8  
8 8 
6 1 
4 6  
3 0  
3 5  
5 2  

1998 
5 9  
5 3  
1 5 6  
18 2 
1 0 7  
1 9 5  
1 4 6  
2 7 7  
2 6 
2 6 
2 7  
1 7  
11 
6 0  

1998 
2 6  
2 2  
7 0  
8 0 
4 8  
9 4  
7 2  
1 3 2  
0 7 
0 7 
0 8  
0 7  
0 3  
1 8  

1997 
3 8  
3 7  
8 7  
8 9 
8 5  
1 0 7  
1 0 2  
1 1 9  
5 0 
7 0 
3 8  
3 5  
3 7  
5 0  

~nstrtutron 
1998 
3 4  
3 1  
8 6  
10 2 
5 9  
1 0 0  
7 4  
1 4 6  
1 9 
1 9  
1 8  
1 0  
0 8  
4 2  

1996 
n d  
n d  
2 0 1  
23 0 
1 0 9  
2 7 7  
1 8 8  
2 5 5  
n d 
n d 
n d  
n d  
n d  
n d  

1997 
1 2  
1 4  
3 0  
4 6 
2 2  
5 9  
6 8  
7 8  
0 1 
0 1 
0 8  
0 6  
0 6  
1 0  
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"Not f a m ~ l ~ a r  w ~ t h  the ~ n s t ~ t u t ~ o n "  when asked about RENIEC, a flgure that  

rose to  50 percent for the Controller General I n  the  Latlnobarometro survey 

the  percentage of  non-responses IS not  as high, probably because that  

survey was carrled out only In urban areas, not  In rural zones or Quechua- 

speak~ng communl t~es 

C o n t ~ n u ~ n g  our comparat~ve analysls of Peru, accord~ng to  the results 

of the 1997 Latlnobarometro survey, we f ~ n d  tha t  levels of trust In Peruv~an 

~ n s t ~ t u t l o n s  d ~ f f e r  s ~ g n ~ f ~ c a n t l y  f rom those of other countries In the reglon 

The Latlnobarometro data show Peru to  be above the Latln Amerlcan average 

In cltlzen trust  In the Catholrc Church and te lev~s~on,  and below average In 

t rust  In the pres~dency and the  po l~ce  Espec~ally noteworthy IS Peruvians' 

lack of confidence In the Armed Forces, the Judlc~al  Branch, Congress and 

p o l ~ t ~ c a l  par t~es  Only ~n Argentrna and Bol lv~a IS there a lower level of t rust  In 

the Armed Forces, and Peru shows the lowest level of t rust  In the Judlc~al 

Branch In the e n t ~ r e  reglon Only Ecuadorans show less conf~dence In 

Congress, and only Ecuadorans and Brazll~ans show lower levels of trust In 

polltlcal par t~es  (see F~gure 3 15) 

Flgure 3 15 
Trust In lnst~tutions In L a t ~ n  Amer~ca, 1997 

; Arrred Forces Jud~cial Branch Congress Polrtcal Parties / 

Source Latrnabarametro 1997 

Unfortunately, the levels o f  d~s t rus t  In Peru are not only related to the 

country's lnstrtut~ons Personal re la t~onsh~ps  are also greatly affected I f  

personal t rust  IS considered a very important soc~al basls for sustalnlng 



Legit~macy of the Political System and ~ t s  Inst~tut~ons 

democracy, there rs cause for great concern Peruvians have a poor image of 

themselves, seeing themselves as dishonest and lackrng In solrdarrty and 

respect for the law According to  the 1997 Latinobarometro survey, In these 

areas Peruv~ans had by far the  poorest self-perception in the region (see 

Figure 3 16) 

Frgure 3 16 
Latrn Amerrca Oplnion of fellow c~trzens, 1997 

I Honesty Sol~danty Respect for the law 
I 

Source Lat~nobarometro 1997 

Analysis of levels of confidence in rnstrtutions does not p a ~ n t  an 

optrmistrc picture We find that instrtutions, especrally those assocrated with 

the government and rts rnfluence, have l ~ t t l e  publrc support On the other 

hand, instrtutrons that show the greatest independence from the Executive 

Branch, such as the Ombudsman's Offrce and local governments, generally 

rnsplre greater confidence The rnstrtut~ons most trusted by c~trzen are those 

that are not state-related, such as nerghborhood organizatrons and the 

Cathol~c Church We must emphasize that rebuilding trust rn the country's 

rnst~tutrons IS also related to reconstructrng rnterpersonal relat~onships, wh~ch 

have deteriorated greatly rn recent years 
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! 4 CITIZENSHIP AND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS 

4 1 C~trzen perceptions of local government performance 

Wlth the 1980 return to const~tut~onal government and subsequent 

municipal elections, Peruvians once again were able to take part In thls 

important aspect of governance The possibil~ty of democratically electrng our 

local authorltles IS certainly fundamental to democracy Local governments In 

our country play a central role in defense of citizens' rlghts, as lntermediarles 

between society and politics, in tasks associated w ~ t h  food supply and 

subsistence, In improving llvlng conditions and In many other areas, along 

wlth thelr traditional tasks of local admin~stratlon The fact that citizens can 

elect and monitor therr local governments lmplles that they have a closer 

relatlonshlp with the state and greater ~nfluence, and that we all, therefore, 

have a better basls for participatory democracy 

In  recent years, however, local governments have been plagued wlth 

problems One was terrorrst actlvlty, many mayors and councll members, or 

candidates for those offices, were threatened or  assassinated by terrorists 

Violence, however, has not been the only challenge facing local governments 

in Peru Another has been scarclty of resources The economlc crisls of the 

1980s and early 1990s severely affected local budgets, and although local 

governments now have more resources In absolute terms2', they continue to 

be handicapped because the resources are lnsufficlent for the responslbiiitles 

they must assume Desplte these challenges, however, local governments 

throughout the country have continued to be the state presence that 

malntalns the closest relationship with citizens Thls results from thelr 

attention to commun~ties' concrete demands and problems, as well as the fact 

that they are directly elected by universal secret ballot 

I n  the past few years, local governments have found themselves facing 

a new challenge, as thelr traditional functions are reduced and superceded In 

attempts to turn them Into agents of the Executive Branch's political projects 

- 

*' The Increase In economlc resources has been greater at the dlstrlct than the 
prov~nclal level 
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Local governments have many functrons, includrng securrty, housrng, 

transportatron, sanrtatron services, health, educatron, culture, tourrsm, 

recreatron, and storage and commercralrzatron of food products I n  many of 

these areas, local governments compete wrth dependencres of the Mrnrstry of 

the Presrdency, such as FONCODES'~, PRONAA" and INFES*~ 

Desprte these I~mrtatrons, as we saw rn the prevrous chapter, local 

governments and the Ombudsman's Offrce are the state instrtutions that 

insprre the greatest confidence Moreover, people consrder local governments 

the rnstrtutrons that contrrbute most to solvrng problems rn therr cornmunltres 

When particrpants In the 1998 survey were asked what rnstrtutron would best 

solve therr communrtres' marn problems, one out of two answered "local 

government " I n  the 1996 survey, respondents were asked what rnstrtutron 

best contrrbuted to solvrng comrnunrty problems and were grven the options of 

local government, Congress and central government Srxty-one percent 

responded "local government " 

So far we have spoken of local governments rn general, but ~t IS 

necessary to drstrngursh between two forms of local government drstrrct 

governments and provrnc~al governments (whrch are larger terrrtorral units 

that rnclude varrous drstrrcts) There are a large number of drstrrct 

governments (1,818 natronwrde) and fewer provrncral governments (slrghtly 

more than 190) Grven the country's drversrty, local governments, whether 

drstrrct or provrncial, drffer greatly from one another There are, for example, 

great drsparrtres rn populatron Taking an extreme case, the most densely 

populated drstrrct of Lrrna, San Juan de Lurrgancho, has more than 730,000 

residents, whrle more than half the drstrrcts In the country have fewer than 

5,000 resrdents and nearly one-thrrd have fewer than 2,000 Areas of actron, 

therefore, drffer greatly among locations 

21 The Socral Compensat~on and Development Fund (Fondo de Compensacron y 
Desarrollo Socral), created In 1991 to ease the effect of the economlc adjustment 
polrtrcs Implemented dur~ng Pres~dent Alberto Fu~lmorl's flrst term 

22 National Program of Food Supply Support (Programa Naclonal de Apoyo 
Allmentarro), set up In 1992 as a combinat~on of the D~rect Asslstance Program 
(Programa de Asrstenc~a D~recta or PAD) and the Natlonal Office of Food Supply 
Support (Oflc~na Nacronal de Apoyo Allmentarlo or ONAA) 

23 Inst~tute of Educat~onal and Health Infrastructure (Instltuto de Infraestructura 
Educat~va y de Salud) 
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The three successrve surveys rncluded four questrons related to drstr~ct 

and provrncial government performance, based on citrzens' oprnions of three 

elements 

Qual~ty of services provided by the government ("Do you believe the 

servrces provided to your communrty by  the drstrict/provincral 

government are very poor, poor, average, good or very good?") 

Quality of treatment by the government ("When you or your neighbors 

have gone to do busrness wrth the d~strict/provrncial government, what 

krnd of treatment have you rece~ved very poor, poor, average, good or 

very good?") 

Citizen trust In local governments 

"How much conf~dence do you have in the d~str ic t  government?" 

"How much confidence do you have In the provrncial government?" 

The first two varrables were measured on a f ive-po~nt scale ranging 

from 1 ("very poor") to  5 ("very good") The third questron was measured on 

a seven-point scale rangrng f rom 1 ("No confldence") to 7 ("Great 

confidence") Because of the drfferent ranges, we converted them to a srngle 

scale of 0 to 100 In order to compare the results 

As Figure 4 1 shows, there has been no great change from year to 

year In c~tizens' oplnlons of treatment or servrces or therr confidence In 

d~str ic t  or provrncral governments 

Cit~zens tend to have a relatively neutral oprnron of the treatment and 

services prov~ded by their local governments, w ~ t h  mean levels of acceptance 

near the midpoint of the scale (shown on the graph by a thicker line) I n  

fact, the mean levels In evaluatron of servrces and treatment provided by 

d ~ s t r ~ c t  governments are above the m~dpoint,  indicat~ng there IS not a 

negatrve percept~on of these governments I n  1998, the mean level of the 

evaluatron of services provided by the d~strrct  government is slightly below 

the mrdpoint Respondents are somewhat more critical, however, when 

asked about therr conf~dence in local governments Although the mean levels 

of confidence in distr~ct and provincial governments (along wrth the 

Ombudsman's Off~ce) are the highest of all state rnstrtutions, the mean does 

not exceed the midpornt of the scale The lack of confidence that most 

Peruv~ans feel toward the polrtical system also extends to local governments, 

although not In the extreme levels seen In att~tudes toward other State 

instrtutions 
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F~gure  4 1 
Perception of  the  qualrty of treatment and servlces provided by iocal 

governments and t h e  level of c o n f ~ d e n c e  they lnsplre 
1996-1998 

I Serv~ces Serv~ces Treatment by Treatment by Trust ~n the Trust ~n the 
I prov~ded by the prov~ded by the the dlstr~ct the prov~nc~al d~stnct prov~nc~al 

d~str~ct prov~nc~al government government government government 
I 
I government government 

To determrne how attitudes toward local governments vary among 

varrous control groups, we establrshed two summary scales, one for d ~ s t r ~ c t  

governments and one for provinc~al governments Each scale includes the 

three variables we have d~scussed treatment, services and conf~dence The 

result~ng scales range from 0 to w ~ t h  0 ~ndicatrng a completely 

negative oprnion of local governments and 100 a completely pos~trve opinion 

The results from the three survey years are shown rn F~gure 4 2 Although 

the graph suggests ups and downs In attrtudes toward local governments, 

the values are suffrc~ently s im~lar  and close to the m ~ d p o ~ n t  that they could 

be the result of sample var~at lon probabrl~ty 

24 Once the range of 0 to 100 was established, the varrables were added and the sum 
d ~ v ~ d e d  by the number of variables, In order to maintam the range of 0 to 100 
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F~gure 4 2 
Scale of oplnlons of local governments, 1996-1998 

I I D~str~ct Government Provincial Government 
I 

I I 

We f ~ n d  that people are generally more sat~sf~ed w ~ t h  prov~nc~al  

governments than d ~ s t r ~ c t  governments, but t h ~ s  IS due to the we~ght  of the 

Lima provlnce In the sample I n  comparison w ~ t h  other areas, the Peruvian 

capltal IS charactenzed by a generally h ~ g h  oplnlon of the prov~nclal 

government I n  all the quest~ons on the scale of provlnc~al government 

response, and on the scale Itself, L ~ m a  shows the hlghest means, exceed~ng 

the rest of the country and the country as a whole (see Flgure 4 3) The 

survey was carr~ed out In November 1998, just a few weeks after the 

reelection of the prov~nc~al  mayor of Lima, Alberto Andrade, who rece~ved 

more than 60 percent of the vote and whose admrn~stratron had a hlgh 

approval r a t ~ n g ~ ~  

-- 

25 Andrade had 74 percent approval ratlng in L~ma, according to survey by Apoyo 
Op~nlon y Mercado S A on the second half of October 1998 
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F~gure 4 3 
Var~ables In local government performance, 

accord~ng  to  area of residence 

I Serv~ces provlded by Treatmnt by the Trust rn the prov~ncral Scale of oplnlon of 
I the provlncral provincral governmnt governmnt provrncral 
I governmnt governmnts 
I 
I 
I 1 Other rural Other urban L~ma Nat~onal sample 
I 

A comparison of the scales of oplnlon of district and prov~nc~a l  

governments by area of residence (Figure 4 4) shows that the Lima sample 

IS responsible for the trend toward a higher opinion of provlnc~al 

governments I n  rural areas, d ~ s t r ~ c t  governments recelve a slightly h~gher  

rating than provlncral governments, In urban areas other than L~ma there is 

no d~fference between provincial and d~str ict  governments 

Figure 4 4 
Mean levels of scale of opinion of district: and provinc~al governments 

by area of resrdence 

Nattonal sample Llma Other urban Other rural 

We w ~ l l  now examine how the means of opinion of local government 

vary by control groups At the district level (F~gure 4 S), we find that only 
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two var~ables, area of res~dence and natlve language, show statlstlcally 

s~gnlflcant varlatlon from the mean People who l ~ v e  In rural areas and those 

whose flrst language IS Spanlsh have a hlgher oplnlon of local governments 

O p ~ n ~ o n  of d~strlct government accord~ng to control var~ables 

Other urban ,I 
Other rural 

I 

I 
I 

Range of scale 0 to 100 

To determ~ne whlch of these var~ables have a greater a greater 

Influence on oplnlons of dlstrlct governments, we d ~ d  a regresslon analysrs of 

thls scale uslng control groups Bes~des area of res~dence and natlve 

language, we found educatlon to be a varlable that  influences perception of 

local government performance (Table 4 1) 

How can these results be interpreted? We have malnta~ned that 

people who are excluded or In precarious sltuat~ons show greatest support 

for ~nstltutlons, and that thls support results from a lower level of crltlcal 

analysls What we see at the d~str lc t  level appears to confrrm thls hypothesis, 

but  we do not have enough ev~dence to know whether t h ~ s  Influences 

oplnlons of dlstrlct governments It IS posslble that  people In rural areas 

(who generally have less formal educatlon) feel closer to the dlstrlct 

government and therefore have a h ~ g h e r  oplnron of ~t 
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Table 4 1 
Regression analysis of the scale of drstrrct government performance 

using various control varrables 

The mean levels of oplnlon of provrncral governments show 

stat~st:cally signrfrcant varratrons according to sex, area of resrdence and frrst 

language (Frgure 4 6) The greatest support for provincral government 1s 

found In Lima (that clty showed the hrghest means of oplnion of provincral 

government and high support for Andrade) Support In rural areas IS greater 

than in "other urban" areas, and there IS more support among women than 

men Thrs suggests as an hypothes~s that those who are traditronally more 

excluded show greater support for thrs ~nstrtutron, perhaps because they are 

less crltrcal We find, however, that those whose first language IS Spanrsh 

support the provlncral government more than those whose frrst language IS 

Quechua or Aymara, whrch contrad~cts our ear l~er  hypothesrs Thrs survey 

does not provlde enough lnformatlon to explaln this phenomenon 

Predlctrve varrables 

Regron 
Natrve language 
Educatronal level 
Sex 

Age 
Soc~o-economlc condrtron 
Constant 
Adjusted R~ 

t.-n urn f-n 

- ' 3  d d  

Slgnrfr- 
cance 

004 

004 

033 

234 

46 1 

303 

000 

Non-standardrzed 
coefficients 

Standar- 
ized 
coef 
Beta 

- 094% 

080% 
- 074% 

- 032 

- 021 

038 

B 
-2 174 

3 795 

- 285 

- 1  084 

028 

482 

50 594 

t value 

-2 921 

2 895 

-2 1 3 1  

-1 190 

- 737 

1 030 

23 479 

Standard 
error 
744 

1 3 1 1  

134 

911 

038 

468 

2 155 

013 
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Flgure 4 6 
Opinion of provlnclal governments according to  various control var~ables 

MEAN 49 5 
1 
I 

1 

Other urban 0 1  
I 

I Other rural 

I 

Spanish 

Range of scale 0 to 100 

Whlch of the varrables mos t  influence oplnrons of provlncral 

governments? The following table shows the regression analysis of the scale 

of performance of provlnclal governments usrng control varrables 

Table 4 2 
Regression analysls of the scale of performance of provlnclal 

governments, 
usrng varlous control variables 

Here we observe that, as wl th  distrrct governments, the factors that 

most  affect people's opcnions of therr provincral governments are native 

Predlctrve var~ables 

Natrve language 
Educatronal level 
Reglon 

Age 
Sex 
Socio-econornlc conditron 
Constant 
Adjusted R~ 

Standar- 
lzed 
coef 

Beta 
116* 

- 109% 

105* 

- 060 

-050 

017 

Non-standard~zed 
coeffrclents 

t value 

4 021 

-3 050 

3 161 

-2 041 

-1818 

459 

21 752 

6 
5 644 

- 432 

2 543 

08 2 

-1 749 

223 

50 241 

Srgnifr- 
cance 

000 

002 

002 

04 1 

069 

647 

000 

St 
error 
1 4 0 4  

142 

805 

040 

962 

485 

2 310 

028 
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language, education and area of residence Those with a hrgher opinron of 

provrncral governments are those whose frrst language IS Spanrsh and those 

wrth less education Unlike the case of dlstrrct governments, those with a 

hrgher oprnron of provrncral governments are not  the residents of rural areas 

but  those In urban zones, especrally Lima 

4 2 Local government responsiveness to cltizen demands 

To complete our analysis of local government performance and 

attempt to answer the questrons rarsed In the previous section, we must 

examine crtrzens' percept~ons of local governments' responsiveness to their 

demands The survey rncluded two questrons on thrs Issue "How often do 

you believe the local government (mayor or councrl) responds to what people 

want always, most of the time, sometrmes, almost never or never?" The 

questron was asked about both drstrrct and provrncial governments Table 
4 3 shows the results 

Table 4 3 
Cit~zen perceptions of level of responsiveness 

of local governments 
(Percentages) 

A very small proportron, about 5 percent, sard local governments 

"always" respond to demands, w h ~ l e  a somewhat larger group, about 10 

percent, said local governments "never" respond Between these extremes 

we frnd that the great majority (about 50 percent) believes local 

governments are "sometimes" sensrtive to crtizens' demands As we can see, 

the majorrty of people do not think local governments, whether drstrrct or 

provincral, are particularly sensrtrve to what people want, although there IS 

not a general rejection of the governments I f  the sum of the clearly posrtive 

responses ("always" and "most of the trme") IS compared wlth that of the 

clearly negative responses ("almost never" and "never"), the negative 

oprnion is defrnrtely greater than the posrtive Fewer than one-fifth of those 

rntervrewed had a posltrve oprnron of drstrrct or provincial government 

Provincral 
governments 

5 8 
13 5 
48 5 
22 6 

9 7 

The government 
responds to what people 
want 
Always 
Most of the time 
Sometrmes 
Almost never 
Never 

Drstrrct 
governments 

5 0 
11 1 
47 5 
25 2 
11 1 
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responslveness, while one-third or more thlnk these governments never or 

almost never respond to people's demands This IS true even though, as we 

have seen, local governments are the State institutions that inspire the 

greatest confidence 

Who has the highest opinion of the responslveness of distrlct and 

provincial governments to cit~zens' demands? I n  order to calculate a mean 

that could be compared to various control grobps, we assigned point values 

to each of the responses shown In the preceding table A value of 1 was 

asslgned to "never," wh~ le  at the other extreme, a value of 5 was given to 

"always" We can now answer thls quest~on w ~ t h  the following two graphs, 

which show att~tudinal differences toward the senslt iv~ty or responsiveness of 

distrlct governments (Figure 4 7) and provincial governments (Figure 4 8) 

F ~ g u r e  4 7 
C ~ t ~ z e n  percept~ons of the level of  responsiveness 

of d ~ s t r ~ c t  governments 

Spanrsh 1 1 

I ]  

Other urban 11 1 

Unrversrty grad 
I 

Other rural 

Some un~versrty I I  

I 

Secondary 11 I 
I 

Through prrmary 
I 

Women I 

Range of scale 1 to 5 
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I n  the case of dlstrrct governments, the groups with an oprnlon of the 

responslveness of local governments that exceeds the mean (2 74) are 

women, people wlth less education, residents o f  rural areas and those whose 

flrst language IS Spanlsh (Flgure 4 7) 

Figure 4 8 
Citizen perceptions of the level of responsrveness 

of provincial governments 

1 quechua 
I 
I 
I 

espanol 

rural 

1 urbana 

1 I 
bajo 

1 mdio 

I alto 

hasta primaria 

Range of scale 1 to 5 

I n  the case of provlnc~al governments, the groups whose oplnron of 

local government responslveness to cltrzen demands 1s hlgher than the mean 

(2 83) are res~dents of Metropolltan Lrma, those wrth a hlgher soclo- 

economlc level, women and those whose frrst language IS Spanlsh (Flgure 

4 8 )  
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To see which variables are statlstlcally significant in determining 

perceptions of the level of responslveness of local governments, we did two 

regression analyses, one for dlstrlct governments (Table 4 4) and one for 

provlncial governments (Table 4 5) This analysis is discussed in following 

paragraphs 

Table 4 4 
Regression analysls of the  scale of responslveness of D~strict 

Governments, accord~ng to varlous control varlables 

I n  the case of district governments, we find that the most stat~strcally 

slgniflcant socio-demographic variables are sex, area of residence and native 

language This is consistent wlth the hypothesis we have already presented, 

which holds that those who are excluded and have a lower level of critical 

analysis, as well as women and residents of rural areas, tend to have a 

higher opinion of distrlct government responslveness The behavior of the 

language variable, however, shows a lower level of support among those 

whose flrst language IS Quechua, which contradicts this hypothesis 

These paradoxes appear again in  the regression applled to analyze the 

responslveness of provincial governments The only two determining 

varlables are sex and natlve language, with women tending to have a higher 

opinlon, as do people whose first language is Spanlsh It IS not clear how 

these variables operate in determining perceptions of the responslveness of 

provlncial governments Perhaps ther are the ones who come into contact 

with local governments 

Signift- 
cance 

028 
002 
093 
338 
000 
123 
000 

Predtctlve vartables 

Sex 
Reg~on 
Educattonal level 
Age -- - 

Standar- 
 zed 
coef 

Beta 

- 054* 
- 094* 
- 054 

025 

t value 

-2 201 
-3 112 
- 1  683 

959 

Non-standardized 
coefficients 

3 510 
1 541 

24 344 

Natrve language 
Socio-economic condition 
Constant 

_ Adjusted R~ 

B 

- 106 
- 121 
- 011 
002 
-- 

Standard 
error 
048 
039 
006 
002 

240 
038 

2 689 
014 

068 
025 
110 

091* 
053 
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Table 4 5 
Regression a n a l y s ~ s  of t h e  scale of responsiveness of provincial 

governments, according to various control variables 

4 3 Communtty involvement and att~tudes toward local governments 

Pred~ct~ve variables 

Sex 
Regron 
Educational level 
Age 
Natlve language 
Socro-economlc condrtron 
Constant 
Adjusted R~ 

Finally, we will examrne the possrble Impact of rnvolvement In 

community act~vrsm and act~vr t~es organrzed by local governments on 

crtrzens' oprnions of the governments' performance 

We will begin by lookrng a t  the ~rnpact of particrpat~on In actrvrtres 

organ~zed by local governments One measure of t h ~ s  partrcipatron IS 

attendance at town counc~l meet~ngs, government sessrons or meetings 

called by the government The survey found that nearly one-fourth of the 

people rnterv~ewed had been ~ n v ~ t e d  to a meetrng of thls type during the past 

year, wh~ le  one-frfth of the entrre sample actually attended I f  we consider 

only those who were rnv~ted, however, 80 percent s a ~ d  they attended the 

meeting 

Non-standardized 
coeffrc~ents 

Standard 
Coef 

Beta 
- O6OC 
- 058 
- 032 
0 22 
105" 

B 
- 118 

076 
- 007 
002 
280 
044 

2 511 

Standard 
error 
049 
040 
007 
002 
069 
025 
112 

t value 

-2 429 
- 1  922 
- 1  014 

830 
, 4 044 

025 

Srgn~fr 
cance 

015 
055 
311 
407 
000 
080 
000 

060 1 753 
22 444 
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Table 4 6 
Attendance a t  counclls or meetlngs 

called by the local government durlng the past year 

Total of respondents In sample 
1 NO of I Percentage 
I respon- 1 
I dents 1 
1 4 2 7  1 239 

I s  there a relat~onsh~p between those who are ~ n v ~ t e d  and those who 

Total of respondents who were ~ n v ~ t e d  

attended In such meet~ngs and oplnron of the government's performance? 

The answer IS a f f~ rmat~ve C ~ t ~ z e n s  lnvlted by local governments to varlous 

a c t ~ v ~ t ~ e s  have h~gher  oplnlons of the governments' performance than those 

who were not ~ n v ~ t e d  For example, those who were lnvrted to counc~ls or 

Percentage 

S O  1 
15 0 

4 9 

100 0 

Attended 
Was ~nvlted, but 
could not attend 
Was ~nv~ ted ,  but 
attendance was not 
deemed Important 
Total 

other meet~ngs called by the government have a h~gher  oplnlon of d ~ s t r ~ c t  

No of 
respon- 
dents 
342 
64 

2 1 

427 

government performance (on the scale of oplnlon of local governments, 

wh~ch  Includes treatment, servlces and level of conf~dence) than those who 

were not inv~ted to any such meeting (F~gure 4 9) We d ~ d  not f~nd,  however, 

that pa r t~c~pa t~on  In counc~ls or other meet~ngs affected att~tudes toward 

prov~nc~a l  governments We also see lrttle var~at~on,  and certa~nly no 

stat~st~cal ly s ~ g n ~ f ~ c a n t  d~fference, In the means on the oplnlon scale between 

those who ~ n v ~ t e d  and those who d ~ d  not There IS, however, In the case of 

d ~ s t r ~ c t  governments T h ~ s  IS to  be expected, slnce prov~nc~a l  governments, 

because they cover a broader area, use these mechan~sms to a lesser 

extent 

Flgure 4 9 
Involvement In partlc~patory mechan~sms of  local governments 

and oplnron of the government's performance 

+ Oplnlon of the 
I 
I dlstr~ct 

governrrenls 
performnce 

41- Cp~nlon of the 
provlnclal 
governmnrs 

W s  ~nvrted but b%s not vlvrted W s  Invited but W s  ~nvited and performnce 

attendance was not could not attend attended 
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I f  we also take rnto account the varrable of local government 

responsrveness, we frnd tha t  those who were rnvrted have a better 

rmpressron of thrs responsrveness than those who were not rnvrted (see 

Frgure 4 10) Thrs IS rmportant because r t  shows that crtrzens' attrtudes 

toward local governments, whrle colored by therr general perceptron of the 

polrtrcal system, can be changed to a certarn degree rf they take part, or are 

at least rnvrted to take part, In partrcrpatory publrc mechanrsms of local 

governments 

F ~ g u r e  4 10 
Involvement In gartrcrpatory mechanisms o f  local governments 

and op ln~ons  of local government responslveness 

I 
I I 

' --c~esponsweness( I I 

of dlstrlct 
overnmnt 

~--c8esponsweness~ 
of provlnc~al I 

I I 

2 40 
Was Invited but Was not lnvlted Was invited but Was lnvrted and 

I 
1 

attendance was could not attend attended 

I not deemd 
Important 

Now we wrll analyze whether rnvolvement In community organrzatrons 

and actrvrtres rnfiuences crtrzens' attrtudes toward local governments Thrs 

would make sense, because local governments tend to support these 

organrzat~ons and promote various comrnunrty actrvrtres We drd not find a 

statrstrcally signrfrcant relatronshrp between oprnrons of local governments 

and the scale of partrcrpatron In communrty organrzatrons, but the data do 

show that rnvolvement rn communrty actrvrsm has a posrtrve rnfluence on 

people's oprnrons of local governments Those wrth hrgher levels of 

~nvolvement showed a more posrtrve attrtude toward local governments than 

those wrth lower levels of communrty-based actrv~sm (Figure 4 11) 
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Frgure 4 11 
Community ~nvolvement and opinion of local governments 

Scale of Commun~ty Actrvlsm 

1 1 0 2 -  

10 

9 8 

9 6 

I 9 4  - 

9 2  

Community involvement also had a greater effect on attitudes toward 

dlstrict governments than on opinions of provincial governments T h ~ s  is 

understandable, because the d is t r~c t  government has more contact w ~ t h  

people In the community Once again, the relat~onship between actlvism and 

oplnlon of local governments is Important because ~t suggests that the most 

act~ve members of Peruvian soclety have a more posltive oplnlon of the role 

of local government, which IS the state lnstltution that figures most 

prom~nently In most people's daily llves 

i 
I -+-Op~nion of the dlstr~ct I [ government's 
1 performance I 
I -0plnion of the provlnctad ' governments I 

performance 



5 CITIZENS' A n I T U D E S  TOWARD 
THEIR BASIC RIGHTS AND CIVIC RESPONSIBILITIES 

When survey participants were asked what IS meant by democracy, 

we found that in general the strongly associate the concept with defense of 

citrzens' rrghts The quality of democracy, therefore, depends largely on 

people being awareness of havrng rights and being familiar with them, as 

well as on their perception of how well these rights are upheld and the 

mechanisms for dorng so When citrzens are better informed and more aware 

of their rrghts and obligations, it IS possible to  lay a more solid foundatron for 

democracy In the country 

5 1 Knowledge of r ~ g h t s  

We will begin the analysis in thls chapter by examining citizens' level 

of knowledge of their constitutional rights, since thrs IS a prerequisite for 

insisting that these rights be upheld Of all the rights in the Peruvian 

Constitution, we will consider only three areas that are closely linked to 

strengthenrng the democratrc system personal freedom, freedom of 

expression and political partrcipat~on The Peruvian Constitution rncludes the 

first two under the chapter on fundamental rights of the individual and the 

thrrd under political rights and dut~es 

Personal freedom This could also be called "physical freedom " People can 

only be deprived of t h e ~ r  freedom under a series of rules that balance the 

state's duty to guarantee public safety and order with the r~ghts  of citizens 

who are under suspicion This implies, among other things, that a person 

who has been detarned appear immediately before a judge and that his or 

her whereabouts be a matter of publlc record The Peruvian Constitution 

establishes that no one can be held without a court order and that anyone 

detained must be placed at the d~sposition of the appropriate court wrthin 24 

hours or a reasonable t ime given the d~s tance*~  It also establishes that 

"authorities are obligated to make public, without delay and in writing, the 

26 This time limit does not apply to cases of terrorism, espionage and illiclt drug 
trafficking, in which suspects can be detained for up to 15 days 

67 
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whereabouts of the deta~ned person " The survey analyzed people's 

knowledge In thls area through two questions 

The detalned person's r ~ g h t  t o  have his or her  whereabouts made public 

wlthout delay 

Knowledge of the maxlmum t ~ m e  a person can be held by pol~ce wlthout 

a court order In cases other than drug traff~cking, espionage or terrorism 

Freedom of expresslon Freedom of expresslon consists of seek~ng, recelvlng 

and d~ssemlnat~ng ~nforrnat~on and Ideas of varlous k~nds  through any 

medium Thrs freedom, along w ~ t h  those of oplnlon and ~nformat~on,  IS 

~ndlspensable for pollt~cal partrclpat~on and overs~ght of publlc author~t~es, 

slnce ~t perrn~ts the exchange of Ideas on varlous publ~c Issues The Peruv~an 

Constitution guarantees all these freedoms The survey analyzed c~tlzens' 

knowledge of whether the Const~ tu t~on guarantees 

The right to publ~cly express thelr Ideas 

Pol~t~cal part,cpat~on I f  people are to fully take part In the country's publ~c 

affalrs, t h e ~ r  fundamental r ~ g h t s  and freedoms must be respected 

Parttc~pat~on Includes elect~ng representat~ves, hold~ng publrc off~ce or  t ak~ng  

part In d~rec t  democratrc act~on, such as recall~ng or removlng author~ t~es  

and requlrlng accountab~l~ty To measure crtlzens' knowledge In t h ~ s  area, 

they were asked ~f the Const~ tu t~on guarantees the follow~ng 

The r ~ g h t  to rnformatlon from any publlc entlty (unless releasing such 

lnformatlon would jeopardize natlonal security) 

The rrght to request that a pub l~c  offlclal who does not carry out h ~ s  or 

her funct~ons be replaced 

The right to lnformat~on about the act~ons and expend~tures of publlc 

offlc~als 

Cit~zens' knowledge of these r ~ g h t s  has not vaned substant~ally In the 

three years of the survey More than 50 percent of those ~ntervlewed are 

aware of these r~ghts  (Frgure 5 1) Knowledge does vary accord~ng to the 

type of rlght under d~scuss~on W h ~ l e  scarcely more than half the respondents 

know that pol~ce authorlt~es must p rov~de informat~on about a detalned 

person's whereabouts or the maxlmum t ~ m e  of detentron, or that publ~c 

offlc~als must prov~de rnforrnation to cltlzens, more than 80 percent know the 

Constrtut~on guarantees freedom of expression Thls IS largely due to the 



Crtrzens' Attitudes Toward therr Basrc Rights and CIVIC Responsib~l~ties 

media's drsseminatron of rnformation about this right and its place In a 

democracy, as well as thelr demand that the right be upheldz7 

Flgure 5 1 
Knowledge of r~ghts, 1996 -1998 

(Percentage who say the Const~tutron guarantees t h ~ s  right) 

Freedom of lnformat~on from Replace a public Information Notrflcat~on of Maximum tim a 
expression any pubilc entity offlclal w ho about the the place of person can be 

does not carry acttons and detent~on he!d by pol~ce 
out hs or her expenditures of w lthout a court 

funct~ons public off~c~als order 

Underlying the respondents' knowledge of the existence o f  these 

rrghts IS not only direct knowledge from readlng the Constitution or rndrrect 

knowledge through the medra, but a deeper awareness that they are citizens 

who have rights To more closely examine this rdea, the survey rncluded a 

question about a right that does not  appear rn the Constrtution, "the right to 

have the state provide work to those who need rt " Sixty-five percent of 

those interviewed said thrs rrght is In the ~ o n s t i t u t r o n ~ ~ ,  making ~t one of the 

"best-known" rights This suggests that citizens' attitudes toward their rlghts 

are a combrnation of formal knowledge and a demand for rrghts they 

consrder just 

'' I n  the survey we lncluded an open question (no suggested responses) about the 
personal def~nrt~on of democracy Thlrty seven percent associated democracy wlth 
respect of freedom of expression 

28 The Peruv~an Const~tut~on does say people have a right to work I n  add~t~on, ~t 
prov~des a legal framework, recognlzlng that work is a duty and a nght, but it never 
says the State IS obl~gated to prov~de crtizens wlth work 
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5 2 The dlsadvantaged group 

I n  our analysls of citizens' attitudes toward thelr rlghts, it IS important 

to examine the attitudes of the most vulnerable sectors of society To do 

th~s,  we created a category called the "dlsadvantaged group," based on three 

socio-economlc variables education, soclo-economlc condltlon and natlve 

language Having lrttle education, belng poor and being vlctlms of racial 

d ~ s c r ~ m ~ n a t ~ o n  seriously llmrt people's development and thelr abillty to 

exercise their r~ghts  

Wlth thls In mind, we Included In the disadvantaged group 

People of both sexes whose hlghest educational level was prlmary school 

and who also had one of the followmg characterrst~cs 

Quechua or Aymara as a flrst language, or 

Belng at the lowest soclo-economlc level2' 

Figure 5 2 shows the proportlon of people In the sample who are 

considered part of the "dlsadvantaged group " The same flgure shows the 

proportlon of thls group In prevlous surveys As we see, the dlsadvantaged 

group has been lncreaslng since the first study was done In 1996, from 9 

percent to 1 3  percent In 1997 and 15 percent In 1998 Thls Increase does not 

necessarily mean llvlng condltlons have worsened, ~t may be due to the 

greater coverage of small locallties In rural areas (campesino commun~ties) 

In the 1998 survey In comparison to the previous polls For example, the 

percentage of people In the sample whose flrst language IS Quechua or 

Aymara Increased from 9 percent In 1996 to 17 percent In our survey, a 

percentage closer to the census figures of 20 percent 

29 The socio-economrc variable IS based on possession of the follow~ng appllances 
televls~on, telephone, refrigerator, washlng machlne or an automob~le manufactured 
~n the past flve years People at the lowest socio-economlc level have no appliances 
or only one, usually a telev~sion set Respondents who said they had a telephone or 
automoblle were not included ~n the dlsadvantaged group 
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Flgure 5 2 
Disadvantaged groups, 1996-1998 

Q Disadvantaged group Non d~sadvantaged group i 
I t IS lnterestrng to note the composrtron of the drsadvantaged group 

Accordrng to our deflnrtron, everyone In thrs category has a primary 

education or less and the majorrty speak Quechua or Aymara as a flrst 

language (54 percent) and are a t  the lowest socro-economrc level (74 

percent) The proportron of survey respondents rn the drsadvantaged group 

IS smaller In urban areas, especrally Llma Thls IS clearly related to natrve 

language, since a greater proport~on of people whose first language IS 

Quechua or Aymara rs found rn rural areas The proportron of the 

drsadvantaged group increases wlth the age of the people rntervrewed, berng 

greatest among people over age 54, which IS also the group that includes the 

largest percentage of people who have no formal educatron or have only 

attended or completed primary school There IS no real drfference between 

the percentage of women and men rn thrs group and the overall sample 

Table 5 1 summarrzes the characterrstics of the d~sadvantaged group In the 

1998 survey, comparrng them to  those who are not disadvantaged and the 

sample as a whole 

Table 5 1 also rncludes informatron about knowledge of rights and 

rnvolvement In commun~ty organrzatrons and actrvities, as well as 

partrcrpatron In tralnrng actrv~tres on crtrzens' rights As we can see, only In 

the case of communlty ~nvolvement do people In the drsadvantaged group 

show a somewhat hrgher level than those who are not disadvantaged Thls 

conflrms the analysrs of crtrzenshrp and partrcrpatlon presented In Chapter 2 

On the other hand, survey respondents In the drsadvantaged group showed 
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less knowledge of where to go In case of m~streatment when compared to 

other groups and as a percentage of those who partlclpated in tralning 

courses about cltrzens' rights 

Table 5 1 
Soc~odemographlc characterlst~cs  of the  dlsadvantaged group 

Once the disadvantaged group is defined, we can analyze dlfferences 

in attitudes toward clt~zens' rlghts between this group and the natlonal 

sample Unllke the national sample, In whlch more than 50 percent of those 

Interviewed knew thelr nghts, In the disadvantaged group the levels of 

knowledge did not exceed 50 percent except in the case of freedom of 

expression, as we see in the following graph 

J 

Character~stlcs 

Educat~on 

Natlve language 

Soclo-econom~c 
level 
Zone 

Age 

Sex 

Partlclpat~on In 
clvll society 
organlzahons 
Comrnun~ty 
actlvlsm 
Tralnlng courses In 
c~tlzens r~gh ts  

Know where to 
compla~n ~f 
rn~streated by a 
publlc servant 

' Type of 
mistreatment they 
thought of  when 
asked ~f they knew 
where to compla~n 
~f rnlstreated by a 
publlc servant 

Disadvantaged 
group 

100% have completed 
prlmaty school o r  less 

54% have a f ~ r s t  
language other than 
Span~sh 
74% have no 
appl~ances 
83% l ~ v e  ~n rural areas 
and 7% ~n L ~ m a  

35% belong to  the 
45+ age group 

Non- 
disadvantaged 

group 
12% have 
completed prlrnary 
school or  less 
10% have a first 
language other than 
Span~sh 
5% have no 
appl~ances 
20% l ~ v e  ~n rural 
areas and 32% ~n 
Llma 
22% belong to the 
45+ aqe qroup 

Total sample 

25% have completed 
prlmary school or  
less 
17% have a f ~ r s t  
language other than 
Span~sh 
16% have no 
appl~ances 
29% l ~ v e  ~n rural 
areas and 28% ~n 
L~rna 
24% belong to the 
45+ age group 

There are no differences accord~ng t o  sex, women represent 50% of 
each of these qroups 
47% show a h ~ g h  level 
of partlclpatlon 

54% show a hlgh level 
of  partrclpat~on 
17% have recelved 
tralnlng courses about 
r~ghts  
27% do not know 
where to compla~n ~f 
rn~streated by a publlc 
servant 
67% thought of  
phys~cal mistreatment 

35% show a h ~ g h  
level of  partlc~patlon 

44% show a high 
level of  pa r t~c~pa t~on  
44% have recelved 
t ra~nlng courses 
about r ~gh t s  
19% do not know 
where to cornpla~n ~f 
rn~streated by a 
publlc servant 
47% thought of  
physlcal 
m~streatment 

36% show a h ~ g h  
level of partlclpatlon 

45% show a hlgh 
level of  partlc~patlon 
40% have recelved 
t r a ~ n ~ n g  courses 
about r~gh ts  
20% do not know 
where to complaln ~f 
m~streated by a 
publlc servant 
49% thought of  
phys~cal 
rnlstreatment 



Citzens Attitudes Toward their Basic Rights and CIVIC Responsibil~ties 

F~gure 5 3 
Knowledge of r~ghts, 1998 

Natlonal sample and d~sadvantaged group 

i Freedom of lnformatlon Replace a Information Not~fication of Maxlmum , 
expression from any public officlal about the the place of tlme a person 

publ~c entity who does not actrons and detentron can be held by 

I carry out hls expend~tures police w~thout 
I or her of public a court order 

funct~ons offic~als 
I 

I Nat~onal Sample Disadvantaged group 

The drsadvantaged group's level of knowledge of rrghts has changed 

since the frrst survey, w ~ t h  a large Increase rn the case of freedom of 

expression and a slrght pos~trve trend rn knowledge of other rrghts (Frgure 

5 4) 

- h w  fra 
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Figure 5 4 
D~sadvantaged group knowledge of rights, 1996 -1998 

Freedom of lnformt~on from Replace a publlc Informton Notdlcat~on of Maxlrnum tlm a 
express~on any publ~c ent~ty offlc~al w ho about the the place of person can be 

1 does not carry act~ons and detent~on he!d by pol~ce 
l 

out hls or her expendrtures of w lthout a court ; 
I 
I f unct~ons publlc off~c~als order 

1 

On the basls of the SIX rights shown In Flgure 5 1, we deslgned a scale 

of knowledge of nghts For each question, we assigned a polnt value of 0 to 

those who said they d ~ d  not know if the right was Included In the Const~tution 

or who wrongly sald no, and a value of 1 to those who correctly said that the 

Constltutlon guarantees the r ~ g h t  Thus the scale has a range of values from 

0 ("Does not know any rlghts") to  6 ("Knows all nghts"), wlth 3 as the 

m~dpoint  on the scale The mean for the natlonal sample IS 3 7 - above the 

midpoint The mean level of knowledge of rights for the dlsadvantaged 

group, on the other hand, IS 2 3, deflnltely below the midpoint (Flgure 5 5) 

I f  we look at changes In the mean levels on this scale over the three 

years of the survey, we flnd a s l~gh t  trend toward greater knowledge of 

rlghts (see Figure 5 5) in both the natlonal sample and the d~sadvantaged 

group, although there IS still a gap between the two 
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F~gure 5 5 
Scale of knowledge of rights, 1996-1998 

I Disadvantaged group / I  

Next we will analyze how the means on the knowledge of rlghts scale 

vary accord~ng to varlous control groups (Figure 5 6) We see greater 

knowledge of rights as the respondent's educat~onal level Increases (this 

assocratron IS found rn all years of the survey) Those wlth primary education 

and residents of rural areas show the least knowledge of thelr rights, wh~ le  

those at  a hlgher soclo-economlc level show greater knowledge The levels 
are also greater, on average, among men, people whose first language IS 

Spanlsh and residents of Llma The disadvantaged group shows a mean level 

of knowledge far below that of the non-disadvantaged group (which exceeds 

the national mean) 
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F~gure 5 6 
Knowledge of r~ghts  In varlous control populat~ons 
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It IS Important to keep In mlnd that respondents' attrtudes toward 

thelr rlghts IS not only a product of formal knowledge, ~t also stems from 

thelr perception of just~ce and thelr awareness of berng cltlzens who have 

rlghts We have seen that most of those interviewed incorrectly sald the 

Constitut~on guarantees that the state wlll provlde work for those who need 

~t I f  we analyze the varlatlons In the responses to this question In the 

varlous control groups, we flnd that those who most often responded yes 

(~ncorrectly) are more educated, have a higher soclo-economrc level and Ilve 

rn Lima and urban areas They also are not  dlsadvantaged and show greater 

~nterest  In polltrcs and publlc af fa~rs At flrst glance, ~t seems paradoxrcal that 

those wrth htgher levels of education erred most often In answering thls 
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questron The reason IS that  people who are better educated and better off 

socro-economrcally also have a deeper sense o f  havrng rrghts, whrch leads 

them to belreve that rlghts they consrder just should be guaranteed by the 

state, a phenomenon unrelated to therr actual knowledge of legal norms 

To determrne the relatrve rnfluence of these factors on people's 

knowledge of therr rrghts, a regression analysrs was done using the socro- 

demographrc varrables we have already mentroned plus two addrtronal 

factors trarnrng In crtrzens' r ~ g h t s  and rnterest In publlc affairs, whrch 

rncludes followrng news on radro or televrsron or  rn the newspaper (Table 

5 2 )  

Table 5 2 
Regress~on a n a l y s ~ s  of t h e  scale of knowledge of r ~ g h t s  

The regressron analysrs confrrms the assertron that people's 

knowledge of t h e ~ r  rrghts IS a functron of a series of varrables, the most 

Important of whrch IS educatronal level (Thrs IS rndrcated by the fact that the 

Beta coefficrent for educatron has the hrghest value ) Resrdence In urban 

areas IS also assoc~ated wrth greater knowledge of rrghts Resrdents of 

Metropolrtan Lrma are more lrkely to  know therr rrghts than residents of rural 

areas Sex IS also a srgnrfrcant predrctor, as men are more lrkely than women 

to know therr rrghts Nelther language nor soclo-econornrc level appears to 

be s~gnrfrcant when we control for the other var~ables 

S~gn~fr- 
cance 

000 
000 
000 
148 

360 
264 
000 

002 

000 

Pred~ctrve varrables 

Educatronal level 
Reg~on 
Sex 

Age 
Natrve language 
Socro-econom~c condrtron 
Scale of rnterest rn publrc 
affa~rs 
Recerved trarnrng course In 
rrg hts? 
Constant 
Adjusted R~ 

Standard 
rzed Beta 

coe f 

197" 
170" 
101" 
035 

- 021 
035 

115% 

072" 

t value 

6 451 
6 231 
4 539 
1 4 4 6  
- 916 
1 1 1 8  
4 686 

3 124 

4 401 

Non-standardrzed 
coeffrclents 

B 

079 
398 
360 
005 

- 103 
046 
232 

264 

1 062 

180 

Standard 
error 

012 
064 
079 
003 
113 
04 1 
049 

085 

241 
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Inclusion of the variables of information about natlonal Issues and 

tralnlng In cltlzens' rlghts Increases the model's value as a predlct~ve tool, 

slnce both appear to be stat~st~cai ly  slgnlfrcant People w ~ t h  a hlgher polnt 

value on the scale of at tent~on to  publlc affalrs are more llkely to  have a 

hlgher mean level on the scale of knowledge of bas~c rlghts Simrlarly, the 

results show that efforts by varlous nongovernmental organlzatlons to teach 

people about thelr rlghts have borne frult People who have attended courses 

of thls krnd are more llkely to know thelr rlghts than those who have not 

A person's awareness that  he  or she IS a cl t~zen who has rlghts IS the 

flrst lrne of defense when the state attempts to vlolate those rlghts We have 

seen that thls knowledge varles wrdely depending on the speciflc rlghts In 

questlon and the person's soclo-economlc level We also wondered about 

cltlzens' perceptlons of how well these rlghts are defended In Peru Thls IS 

related to the chapter on legitimacy of the polltical system, slnce we want 10 

measure the degree to whrch cltlzens belleve thelr rlghts are upheld We also 

consrder ~t approprrate to Include the Issue here, however, since ~t IS related 

to the d~scuss~on about people's knowledge of thew r~gh ts  

Figure 5 7 shows the gap between people's knowledge of the rlghts 

guaranteed by the Peruvlan Constltutlon and the protection of these rlghts 

Whlle more than half the people ~ntervrewed know therr baslc rlghts, fewer 

than one-fourth sald the right In questlon 1s upheld In Peru Thls may 

lndlcate thelr level of cr~tlcal awareness Prev~ous surveys also show thls gap 

between knowledge of rlghts and perceptlons of how well these rlghts are 

defended, although ~t IS not as great In some cases For example, the rlght t o  

hold elected offrclals accountable was known by 58 percent of respondents In 

1996, but only 27 percent sald the r ~ g h t  was upheld In Peru I n  1997, those 

flgures were 54 and 28 percent, while In 1998 they were 6 1  and 13 percent, 

respectively 
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F~gure  5 7 
Knowledge and percept~on of defense  of rrghts, 1998 

I Freedom of Informatron Replace a Information Notificabon of 
I expression from any public publlc officlal about the the place of 1 
1 entity who does not actions and detention ' 

carry out his or expenditures of I 

i 
I her functions public officials 

To gain an overview of c~trzens' oprnlons of how well thelr rights are 

protected and examine the different perceptions among various control 

groups, we used a questlon from the series about support for the polrtrcal 

system How well do you belleve the Peruvian political system protects 

citizens' bas~c rights? The results were measured on a scale of 1 to 7, where 

1 represents "not at all," 7 represents "well" and the neutral point is 4 I n  

1996 and 1997 the mean was 3 1, in 1998 rt dropped to 2 6 I n  all the 
surveys, the mean IS below the mrdpornt Figure 5 8 shows the mean 

variatrons accordrng to slgnrflcant control variables 

I 
I Knowledge PerceptJon of defense / 
L 
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F~gure 5 8 
Defense of r~ghts ,  by var~ous  control populat~ons 
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People who are younger and less educated, l ~ v e  in rural areas, have a 

lower soclo-economlc level and are In the dlsadvantaged group show h~gher 

means, that, is, they are more llkely to belleve that baslc rlghts are 

protected In Peru 

Thls IS cons~stent with our ear l~er  argument that excluded groups and 

those In precarious cond~t~ons, along w ~ t h  young people, tend to be less 

cr i t~cal of the system In general and have less knowledge of their rlghts I t  IS 

not surprlslng, therefore, that they are also more likely to belleve that basic 
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rrghts are protected Those In a better socro-economrc srtuat~on, meanwhle, 

are more aware of having rights, and are more crttlcal and more lrkely to 

believe that those r~ghts  are not  berng defended 

5 4 Knowledge of responsrb~i~tres 

Polrtlcal democracy IS based not only on cltrzens' actrve defense of 

therr rrghts, but on thelr dally fulfillment o f  their responslbrlrtres When 

crtlzens do not carry out therr dutres and responsibil~tres, rnterpersonal 

relatronshrps suffer and the qualrty of lrfe deteriorates In the community and 

soclety as a whole Thts survey, therefore, also included quest~ons 

addressing the broad area of citizen responsibrlltres, from partrc~pat~on rn 

local government affarrs to denouncing corruptton to toleratrng brrbery by 

public officials 

As w ~ t h  knowledge o f  therr rrghts, people's attitudes toward therr 

responsrb~litres differed wrdely depending on the spec~fic duty In questlon 

The great malority, 85 percent, sard rt IS a duty to partrcrpate in local 

government affarrs Thls percentage has remalned steady throughout the 

three years of the study (Table 5 3) 

Table 5 3 
Partlclpatron In local government affa~rs,  1996-1998 

(Percentages) 

A signrficant majorlty of respondents (65 percent) also s a ~ d  they 

would vote In electrons even r f  ~t were not obligatory Ninety-one percent of 

those interviewed voted in the last municipal electrons (whrch were held just 

a few weeks before the survey was conducted) 

More than half the populatron, 57 percent, would refuse to pay a brrbe 

to speed up a bureaucratrc procedure, and the remalnlng 43 percent would 

do so "rf necessary " 

1998 

69 4 
15 6 
15 0 
100 0 

(1,604) 

1997 

73 9 
11 5 
14 6 

100 0 
(1,414) 

Do you belreve crtlzens have a duty to 
partlclpate In local government affalrs, 
or IS thrs somethrng we can do only 
when rt Interests us3 
I t  IS a duty 
I t  IS a duty and a rrght 
Only ~f it interests us 
To ta I 
(No of respondents) 

1996 

74 5 
10 7 
14 8 

100 0 
(1,387) 
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Sixty-elght percent of the populatlon would denounce corruptlon, a 

percentage that has remalned steady throughout the three years of the 

survey (Table 5 4) 

Table 5 4 
Denouncing corruptlon, 1996-1998 

(Percentages)  

To analyze the distribution of levels of acceptance of CIVIC 

responsib~lities in various sectors of the Peruvian populatlon, we created an 

"index of acceptance of respons~bilities " This index is based on two 

questions that have been included in all three surveys the first asks if 

whether participation In local government affairs is a duty (and a right), the 

second analyzes attitudes toward corruption The results are presented in 

Tables 5 3 and 5 4, respectively 

Would you denounce 
an act of corruptlon7 

Yes, I would 
denounce ~t 
No, I would not 
denounce it 
Total 
(No of respondents) 

On the basls of these two quest~ons, we established an Index that 

assigns a point value of 1 to each positlve response ("partrclpation IS a duty," 

"would denounce an act of corruptlon") and 0 to other responses (including 

those who did not respond) The index thus ranges from 0 (negatlve 

response or no answer to both questions) to 2 (posltlve response to both 

questions) The midpoint of 1 indicates a posltlve response to one question 

and a negatlve response to the other I n  the three years of the survey, we 

have found that the overall mean for the sample is above the midpoint on 

the index I n  1998 this mean was 1 38, In 1996 it was 1 39 and in 1997 ~t 

reached 1 4 1  Using thls index, we can compare differences In the 

distribution of knowledge of responsib~l~t~es In varlous segments of the 

populatlon (Flgure 5 9) 

1996 

67 9 

32 1 

100 0 
(1,341) 

1997 

68 3 

3 1  7 

100 0 
(1,395) 

1998 

67 9 

32 1 

100 0 
(1,613) 
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Flgure 5 9 
Knowledge of  r espons~b~ l~ t i es  among varlous control populations 
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We see that fulfillment of respons~b~l~t~es IS greater among those wlth 

hrgher educational and socro-economrc levels, res~dents of urban areas 

rnclud~ng Llma, and men People In the dlsadvantaged group show a lower 
level of knowledge of CIVIC responsibrl~tres than those who are not In thls 

group 

Thrs complements what we have sald earlrer People In excluded and 

precarious segments of the populat~on not only have less knowledge of thelr 

rights, they are less llkely to fulfill some Important responsrb~lrtres 



Democrabc Part~apatron ~n Peru 

A regression analys~s of these factors, along w ~ t h  var~ables related to 

Interest In publrc affa~rs and t r a ~ n ~ n g  In cltlzens' r~ghts, allows us to ~ d e n t ~ f y  

the most ~mportant  factors In de te rm~n~ng  levels of fulfillment of 

respons~b~ l~ t~es  (Table 5 5) The var~able that we~ghs most heavlly In t h ~ s  

determ~nat~on IS education As wlth knowledge of r~ghts, p a r t ~ c ~ p a t ~ o n  In 

courses on c~t~zens '  rlghts and Interest In publlc affa~rs have a s ~ g n ~ f ~ c a n t  

Influence on fulf~llment of r e s p o n s ~ b ~ l ~ t ~ e s  Sex IS also a s~gn~f lcant  var~able 

Table 5 5 
Regress~on a n a l y s ~ s  of t h e  sca le  of knowledge of r e spons~b~ l~ tre s ,  

by s o c ~ a l  and soc~odernograph~c  var~ables  

Whlle ~t IS true that knowledge of rights and respons~b~ l~ t~es  depends 

greatly on d~fferences In educat~onal levels (a varlable that IS d ~ f f ~ c u l t  to 

change In the short term), we have also found that attent~on to nat~onal 

Issues and pa r t~c~pa t~on  In t ra~ning programs play an important part in 

people's knowledge of their r~gh ts  and respons~bi l~t~es T h ~ s  has a bear~ng on 

how educat~onal work In c~ t~zens '  r ~ g h t s  can be reinforced T r a ~ n ~ n g  programs 

In recent years have apparently borne frult, a t  least In Lima and other urban 

areas 

Pred~ct~ve variables 

Educat~onal level 
Age 
Sex 
Area of res~dence 
Natlve language 
Soclo-economlc cond~t~on 
Scale of lnterest ln publlc 
affa I rs 
Has recerved a tralnlng 
course In r1ghts7 
(Constant) 
bdjusted R~ 

Non- 
standard~zed 
coeff~c~ents 
B 

023 
004 
074 
0 14 
078 
029 
060 

106 

543 
080 

S~gnlfl- 
ca nce 

000 
007 
025 
603 
094 
086 
003 

003 

000 

Standard~ze 
d Beta coef 

150* 
068* 
053* 
015 
041 
057 
076" 

074* 

Standard 
error 
005 
001 
033 
026 
047 
017 
020 

035 

100 

t value 

4 620 
2 689 
2 238 

520 
1 6 7 5  
1 718 
2 941 

3 026 

5 422 
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5 5 Knowledge of where to go to protect one's r~ghts 

As important as knowlng one's rights IS the wrllingness to defend them 

when they are vlolated To determine the level of knowledge about where to 

go to protect one's rights, In all three years the survey has Included a 

question presenting a hypothetical sltuatlon of mistreatment by a publlc 

officral Those interviewed are asked spec~fically a) i f  they would know 

where to lodge a complaint and b) what type of mlstreatment (physical 

abuse or lack of attentron) they thought of when the questlon was asked 

The 1998 survey Included a thlrd questlon c) i f  the person actually would 

complain 

The majorrty of those interviewed s a ~ d  they would go to the police or 

the distrlct attorney to denounce poor treatment A lower percentage sard 

they would go to the Ombudsman's Offlce or  a human rights organrzation 

These results are shown in Table 5 6 

Table 5 6 
Where respondents would go to complarn of mlstreatment 

by a pubirc servant 
1996 - 1998 (Percentages) 

a ' Other' Includes the local government, a pr~vate lawyer and the superior of 
the publlc servant In questlon, among others In 1998, the optlon the 
person s superlor" represented 10 percent of the val~d responses Here, 
however, we have grouped ~t with "Others' In order to compare the three 
years 

I n  response to the second point -the type of mlstreatment that came 

to mlnd when asked the question- the majorlty thought of physical abuse 

While this is cause for concern ~t IS not surprlsrng, given the low level of 

crtizen confidence In the pollce and Armed Forces Between 1996 and 1998 

there have been two rnteresting changes Frrst, the percentage of those who 

1998 
33,1 
28,6 
12,4 
7,9 
18,O 

(1424) 

Where respondents would go 
Polrce station 
D~strict attorney 
Ombudsman's Offrce 
Human rlghts organism 
Other 
Base30 

30 Th~s base number IS not a sum of the totals, because ~t excludes those who sa~d 
they d ~ d  not know where to lodge a complaint ln case of rnlstreatment by a publlc 
offlclal 

1996 
35,3 
34,8 
12,l 
7,3 
10,s 

(1136) 

1997 
34,7 
28,O 
19,s 
7 3  
10,O 

(1221) 
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sard they thought of physlcal mistreatment dropped from 63 to 49 percent, 

whrle the percentage who thought of "poor attentlon" rncreased from 20 to 

28 percent The percentage of those who mentroned "both" has also 

rncreased, although the 1998 frgures are slmtlar to  those of the 1997 survey 

(Frgure 5 10) 

F~gure 5 10  
Percentage of c~ttzens  

accord~ng t o  type of m~streatment that came to mrnd 
1996- 1998 

(Percentages) 

Phys~cal Poor attent~on Both 

Type of instreatment 

When asked rf they actually would lodge a protest, a signlflcant 

majorlty -as many as 84 percent- sald they would complarn ~f they were 

vrctlms of mtstreatment by a public offrctal It IS expected that knowlng 

where to go to complatn would affect the probabrlity that such a protest 

would be lodged Among those who mention a place where they could 

complaln, 86 percent said they would protest mlstreatment by a public 

servant Thls number drops by more than 10 polnts (to 75 percent) among 

those who do not know where to  go to  complaln It IS Important to note that 

even among those who do not know where to go to protest, a falrly h ~ g h  

proportton (three out of four) satd they would be wtlllng to complatn 

For a more thorough analysis of cttrzens' knowledge of lnstrtuttons to 

whrch they have recourse for protect~on of their rrghts, we have taken a 

closer look at the questron, "Do you know where to lodge a complaint ~f you 

are mrstreated by a publrc official?", differenttat~ng between those who sald 
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yes and those who s a ~ d  no (Figure 5 11) Durrng the three years of the 

study, about 80 percent of the respondents have known where to lodge a 

protest In case of mrstreatment Assuming a natronwrde sample error of +/- 
3 percent, the percentage has not vaned substantrally from year to year 

F ~ g u r e  5 11 
Knows w h e r e  to g o  to protect rights, 1996 - 1998 

(Percentages)  

Percentage of c~tizens who know where to lodge a complarnt 
I ~f they are mrstreated by a publrc ofic~al 
I 

Analysrs of thrs quest~on accordrng to control groups (Figure 5 12) 

shows that resrdents of urban areas (not rncluding Lrma), those whose first 

language is Spanrsh, those w ~ t h  more educatron, those wrth greater 

knowledge of their rights and respons~brlrt~es and those who do not belong to 

the  disadvantaged group are more lrkely to  know where to go to protest poor 

treatment by a publlc servant 
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Figure 5 12 
Knowledge of where to go to protect one's r~ghts 

according to various control populat~ons 
(Percentages) 
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We d ~ d  a regression analys~s to  determine whlch of the variables 

mentloned have the greatest Impact on knowledge of where to lodge a 

complaint of mistreatment (Table 5 7) We found that the determlnlng 

factors are h~gher  educational level and residence In rural areas These 

results are drsturblng because of the s~gn~frcance of the area of residence 

We would expect res~dents of urban areas to  have greater knowledge of 

where to lodge a complaint In case of mistreatment, but we found the 

opposite to be true The survey does not provlde sufflclent lnformatlon to 

explaln the behav~or of thls variable 
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Table 5 7 
Regresston analysts of knowledge of where to go to protect one's rights, 

accordrng to varlous control var~ables 

I f  we Include Interest In pubirc affarrs and partrclpatlon In a course on 

c~trzens' rlghts, the model Improves (the R~ Increases from 008 to 022) and 

educat~onal level ceases to be srgnlfrcant (Table 5 8) People who lrve in rural 

areas, and those who stay Informed through news reports and who have 

partrclpated In courses on citrzens' r ~ g h t s  are most llkely to know where to go 

Signlfl- 
cance 

009 
020 
084 
371 
260 
649 
000 

Pred~ctrve var~ables 

Educat~onal level 
Reglon 
Natlve language 
Socro-economrc cond~tion 
Age 
Sex 
Constant 
Adjusted R* 

to  protect therr rlghts 

Table 5 8 
Regress~on analysts of knowledge of where to go to protect one's rrghts, 

accordtng to control vartables and other socral vartables 

Non-standardrzed 
coefficient 

Before endrng thrs chapter, we must ralse an Issue that was analyzed 

In the survey and discussed In focus groups raclal discr~rn~natlon 

Standar- 
dized 
coef 
Beta 

085* 
- 069* 

044 
03 1 
029 
011 

B 

008 
- 036 

047 
009 
001 
009 
670 

tvalue 

2 633 
-2 322 
1 729 
895 

1 126 
456 

14 850 

Standard 
error 
003 
016 
027 
010 
001 
019 
045 

Predictrve var~a bles 

Area of residence 
Educational level 
Age 
Native language 
Sex 
Soclo-economic condrtron 
Scale of rnterest in publrc 
affalrs 
Has received training in 
basic rights? 
Constant 
Adjusted R2 
pdjusted R2 

008 

t value 
-2 737 
1 4 9 8  
1 2 4 2  
997 
420 
144 

4 750 

2 355 

9 859 

Slgnlfi- 
cance 

006 
134 
214 
319 
675 
886 
000 

019 

000 

Standard- 
lzed coef 

Beta 
- 081* 

050 
032 
025 
010 
005 
120* 

063* 

Non-standard~zed 
coefficrents 
B 

- 042 
004 
00 1 
027 
008 
001 
097 

028 

577 

St error 
015 
003 
00 1 
027 
019 
010 
021 

012 

059 
022 
022 
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Approx~mately one-flfth of those ~ntervlewed (22 percent) said they had 
suffered d~scr~mlnat ion for various reasons related to their soclo-economlc 

condition, malnly because of therr race3' 

Table 5 8 
People who have been d~scr~rn~nated against for various reasons, 1998 

(Percentages) 

Thls IS the case for people whose f ~ r s t  language IS Quechua, who have 
l i t t le chance of reachlng h~gher  educat~onal levels and who are treated poorly 

when they must deal with publlc o f f~c~a ls  or other people or groups wlth 

better educat~on or a h~gher  socio-economlc level These people are aware 

that  such d~sc r im~na t~on  IS wrong, they do not need a course to tell them so 

What IS needed IS tralnlng for those who practice d~scriminat~on As one 

woman from Shamboyacu sa~d, "Don't glve the women more courses We 

already know our husbands shouldn't beat us Glve the courses to the men, 

so they'll learn not to  be abuslve" (November, 1998) 

Reason 

I have not been discr~m~nated 
against 
Yes, because of my race 
Yes, because of the way I talk 
Yes, because of the way I dress 
Yes, for other reasons 
Total 

Throughout this chapter, we have seen tha t  Peruvlan c l t~zens have 

a relatively h ~ g h  awareness o f  t h e ~ r  rights, although there IS a gap 
between excluded groups and those with better educat~on and soclo- 

economic cond~t lons There IS also a sense tha t  the system does not  

protect  these rlghts, although excluded groups are more l ~ k e l y  t o  feel 
the l r  r ights are protected As a result, these groups are vulnerable and 
requlre special a t ten t~on 

I n  prevlous years, the survey ~ncluded a d~rect questlon about whether the person 
~nterv~ewed had been d~scr~m~nated agalnst on grounds of race In  1996, 9 percent of 
respondents sa~d yes, and In 1997, 10 percent responded aff~rmatlvely 

Percentage 

77 8 

9 6 
7 0 
5 0 

5 
100 0 

No of 
respondents 

1340 

166 
121  
87 

9 
1723 



6 ACCESS TO JUSTICE AND PUBLIC SAFETY 

6 1 Publ~c safety 

Thrs chapter should really be entrtled "Justrce and Lack of Publrc 

Safety " By rncludrng in thrs year's survey a series of questions desrgned to 

analyze the extent of crime In Peruvran socrety, we gathered addrtronal 

rnformatron that, although new, IS not surprrsrng 

Dally lrfe rn Lrma and other large Peruvran crties provrdes ample 

evrdence of a lack of publrc safety The Peruv~an state's rnabrlity to guarantee 

~ t s  crtizens a reiatrvely tranqurl lrfe IS not news, but rt underscores a glarrng 

defrcrency 

Accordrng to the lrberal tradrtron to whrch the Peruvran state clarms to 

be an herr, one of the state's marn functrons IS the protectron of rndlvrduals 

and their property I n  fact, rn the strrctest ~ o b b e s i a n ~ ~  tradrtron and those 

cla~med by conservatrve-lrbertarrans, thrs IS consrdered the state's only 

leg~trmate arena of action Survey results rndicate, however, that the 

Peruvran state falls to fulfrll thrs mrnrmal functron Natronwrde, three of every 

10 people say they or famrly members have been vrctrrns of robberies or 

assault In the last 12 months 

I n  Lrma, crtizens at both the upper and lower levels of the socro- 

economic scale are frequent v~ctrms of crrme I n  Lrma, four of every 10 

people classlfred as poor have been vrctrms of robberies or assault Thrs 

percentage IS hrgher among those consrdered to be at  a high socro-economrc 

level nearly frve of every 10 were vrctrms rn the 12 months prror to the 
survey (Table 6 1) 

32 "Hobbes~an' IS understood as the view that soc~al order IS made poss~ble by the 
author~ty of the State 
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Table 6 1 
Cr~me rate In Peru, 1998 

Have you or your fam~ly been a vlctlm of robbery or assault In the last 12months7 
-- 

While dramatic, unfortunately the level o f  daily violence shown In the 

preceding table does not appear t o  be peculiar to  Peru The 1997 

Latinobarometro survey included a s im~ la r  question to  measure crime rates 

("Have you or someone In your f a m ~ l y  been the  v ~ c t ~ m  of assault, aggression 

or another crime in the past 12  months?") Forty-three percent of Peruv~ans 

responded aff i rmat~vely This f ~ g u r e  is higher than that  of our survey, 

although this could be due to  differences In the  phrasing of the question and 

the characteristics of the sample population (As we have said, the 

RESP 

Yes 

N o 

METROPOLITAN 
LIMA 

Socio-econornlc 
level 

Latlnobarometro poll was bas~cally urban, unlike our survey, which had a 30- 

percent rural sample ) Even so, the results for Peru, although above the 

PERU 

29 4  

7 0 6  

Latin Arner~can mean, are not  the  highest In the  region As Figure 6 1 shows, 

three countries -- Mexico, Ecuador and Venezuela -- have crime rates higher 

than that  of Peru 

H ~ q h  

48 6  

5 1 4  

Low 

40 4 

5 9 6  

AREA OF 
RESIDENCE 

F~gure 6 1 
Crime rate In Latln Amer~ca, 1997 

Med 

36 4 

6 3 6  

SOCIO-ECONOMIC 
LEVEL 

Lima 

41  1 

5 8 9  

C~trzens who have been vlctlms of cnme 
I I 

Low 

24 6 

7 5 4  

I 

Source Lat~nobarometro 1997 

Urb 

29 3 

7 0 7  

Med 

28 8  

7 1 2  

Rural 

19 3 

8 1 7  

Hiqh 

45 1 

5 4 9  
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Havrng establrshed the percentage of citrzens who have been vlctlms 

of crrme, we must examine the effectrveness of the legal system In handlrng 

these complarnts How has the state performed In the adrnrnrstratron of 

justlce for crrme vrctims? Access to justrce IS another fundamental 

component of a democratic system, since rt guarantees that conflicts are 

resolved withrn an rnstrtutronal framework and according to rules establrshed 

dernocratrcally by crtlzens and supported by the Constrtutron and legal codes 

I f  the legal system falls rn rts task of admrnrsterrng justrce rn cases of 

personal vrolence, there IS the risk that comrnunrty members, dlssatrsfled 

wrth the servrce they have recerved, may resort to extrajudlclal procedures 

The survey found that In cases of robbery or assault, the majorrty of 

those rntervrewed, around 55 percent, go to the polrce -- the necessary first 

step In any legal process lnvolvlng personal v~olence -- to frle a report Forty 

percent, however, drd not report the crrrne, of those who drd, only 5 percent 

sald they were "very satrsf~ed" wrth the results and sl~ghtly more than one- 

thrrd sard they were "somewhat satrsfred" (see Table 6 2) 

Table 6 2 
Varlous ~ndrcators of publ~c safety 

Percentage o f  respondents who 

I Drd not go to pollce or munlclpal securrty force i f  victim of robbery 1 40 2 1 
Flled a pol~ce report ~f they were vrctim of robbery or assault 55 6* 

*An add~tronal 4 2 percent reported the crrme to serenazgo, the munrcrpal 

or assault 
Went to the pol~ce and were "very satrsfred" wlth the results 

securrty force 

- 
5 4 

Grven the hrgh level of drssat~sfactron wrth the system for handllng 

robbery and assault, it IS not  surprrsrng that, faced wrth chooslng the best 

way to solve these problems rn the future, only si~ght ly more than half of 

those lntervrewed rnentroned the judrcral system (Frgure 6 2) Seventeen 

percent, on the other hand, sard "our own hands" and 27 percent chose 

"community organlzatrons" as the best way to solve problems of crime and 

assault As the followrng graph shows, these percentages have remarried 

steady durrng the three years of the survey 
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F~gure 6 2 
Best w a y  of solv~ng problems of robbery and assault, 1996-1998 

(Percentages) 

1 mother 1 
I I 
i 

The Image that emerges IS of crtlzens who flnd themselves exposed to 

h ~ g h  levels of personal violence, somewhat above the average for Latln 

Amer~ca And although most report the crlme to the polrce, only a mlnlmal 

percentage IS very satlsf~ed wlth the results As a result, only half of those 

~nterv~ewed would resort to  the legal system or pol~ce In the future to solve 

problems related to robbery and assault 

Cltlzens' lack of enthusiasm for legal mechan~sms IS cause for 

concern, espec~ally when added to the marked lack of confidence In the 

Jud~cral Branch of government as an rnstrtutlon This goes beyond the lack of 

publlc safety exper~enced especially by certaln segments of the population 

(those at a hlgher socro-economlc level and those who llve In urban areas, 

espec~ally L~ma)  I t  IS related, above all, to a sense that cltlzens' rlghts are 

unprotected, as well as elements of dlscrrrn~nat~on that persrst In Peru 
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6 2 Confidence that Peruv~an courts guarantee a fair t r~a l  

We used the follow~ng question to analyze the level of confldence In a 

falr trlai In Peruvlan courts "Do you belleve Peruvlan courts guarantee a farr 

trral?" The results were measured on a scale of 1 to 7, where 1 represents 

"none," 7 represents "much" and the mfdpolnt IS 4 The mean level of 

confrdence In a fair trlal rn 1998 was 2 46 The mean was 2 53 In 1996 and 

2 59 ~n 1997 (Flgure 6 3) 

Figure 6 3 
Conf~dence In a fair trial and t h e  jud~cial system 

1996 - 1998 

tJ Confidence that 1 

Peruwan courts I 
guarantee a fa~r " 
trial I 

I Confidence In 
1 Judlcial Branch , 

The graph shows a low mean level of confidence, whlch has dropped 

thls year ~n comparison to the last two years I n  contrast, confldence In the 

judrclal system rose slrghtly In 1998 

Among various control groups, confidence In a falr t r ~ a l  IS hlgher 

among youth, people wlth less education, residents of rural areas and those 

a t  a lower socio-economlc level It should be noted, however, that all these 

groups show low mean levels of confldence, below 4, the m~dpolnt on the 

scale 
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Figure 6 4 
Conf~dence In a f a ~ r  t r ~ a l  In Peruvian courts, 

according to varlous control groups 

MEAN 

Hgh soc~o ec level 

bkdum soc~o ec level 

Low socio ec level 

I 

1 Univers~ty grad 

S o w  university /-. ... .. - 
i I I 

I 
I Secondary 1-1 I 

Through primary 17 

Range of scale 

A regression analys~s to determine wh~ch control variables have the 

greatest Influence on confidence In f a r  trials showed that age, educat~on and 

area of residence are the determlnlng factors Younger people, those wlth 

less formal educat~on and residents of rural areas feel trlals more falr than 

others In Peru Once agaln, it 1s the excluded groups that have the hlghest 

oplnlon of justlce In Peru, just as we saw In the analysis of support for the 

political system (Table 6 3) 
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TabIe 6 3 
Regresston analysrs of confidence in a fatr tnal, 

using varlous control variables 

Besrdes these control variables, other factors may rnfluence levels of 

confidence In the country's justrce system To test thrs hypothesrs, the 

regression analysrs rncluded such factors as rnvolvement rn a case before the 

court system, havrng been a victrm o f  robbery or assault, a person's oplnion 

of the best way to resolve problems of robbery or assault33 and level of 

confidence In the protectron of baslc rrghts (Table 6 4) Including these 

varrables improves the adjusted R~ of the equation (rarsing rt from 035 a 

251) and shows that the control variables that remain signrficant are 

education and age People with less educatron and those who are younger 

have the most posrtrve opinron of the fairness of trials in Peru What most 

stands out in the analysts, however, IS the relatlve welght of the percept~on 

that baslc rrghts are protected rn Peru and optron of resolving problems of 

robbery and assault through courts or  communrty organrzatrons We find that 

confrdence In the judicial system IS not  related to havrng been a vtctrm of 

robbery or assault or having been rnvolved In a case In the judrclal system34 

The admrnrstratlve efficiency currently demonstrated by the courts 

(notrceable to people who have been lnvolved In a court case) IS not enough 

to rnsprre confidence and reverse the general lack of confrdence in the 

polltrcal system and its rnstltut~ons 

33 Thrs variable rncludes three alternat~ves handle the problems ourselves, solve 
them through communrty organizattons and solve them through the courts 

Signr- 
flcance 

000 
000 
005 
050 
129 
248 
000 

34 On the basrs of the questton about treatment by judges, we obtarned a 
d~chotomous variable with regard to whether or  not the respondent was rnvolved rn a 
court procedure 

t value 

-5 725 
-4 476 
-2 792 
1 958 
1 517 
1 156 

20 057 

Standardized 
coef 

Beta 

- 149% 
- 145* 
- 083" 

050 
052 
028 

Predictive variables 

Age 
Educational level 
Area of residence 
Native lanquage 
Socio-econornrc cond~tron 
Sex 
(Constant) 
Adjusted R~ 

Non- 
standardized 
coeffrcrents 
B 

- 017 
- 0 4 7  
-158  

199 
054 
081 

3 382 

Standard 
error 
003 
010 
057 
102 
036 
070 
169 

035 
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Table 6 4 
Regress~on analysis of conf~dence In a fair trial, 

uslng various control var~ables and factor of access to j u d ~ c ~ a l  system 

The survey shows people strll are no t  fam~lrar  wrth newer conflrct 

resolutron rnechanrsrns, such as extrajudlclal concrlratlon Thls IS a 

mechanrsm b y  whrch rndlv~duals o r  ~nstrtutrons, wrth the consent of the 

pa r t~es  ~nvolved, admrnrster justlce t o  resolve disputes Slrghtly more than 

80 percent of those rnterv~ewed had never heard of extrajudrclal 

c o n c ~ l r a t ~ o n ~ ~  

The survey rncluded two  questions about extrajudlclal concr l~at~on 

Frrst, respondents were asked ~f they had heard of thrs mechanism, then 

they were asked rf they would make use of rt 

Srgnr- 
frcance 

003 
000 
092 
268 
464 
706 
000 

000 

724 

890 

000 

Table 6 5 shows that 18 7 percent of the v a l ~ d  responses (people who 

made some response) sald they had heard of  extrajudlc~al concrlrat~on (a 

total of 262 respondents) Not all o f  these people, however, knew exactly 

what extrajudrcral concrl~atron rnvolved The same table shows that  only 8 7 

percent of those interwewed knew rt was a way to  resolve clvrl problems 

t value 

-2 975 
-3 566 
-1 685 
1 109 

733 
377 

18 678 

4 559 

354 

139 

6 721 

35 Thls proceeding was establrshed under Law 26872 on November 1997, and took 
effect on January 1998 I* wrll become obligatory on January 2000 

Standardrzed 
coef 

Beta 

- 092* 
- 090* 
- 048 

036 
017 
009 

448* 

log* 

008 

003 

Predrctrve var~ables 

Educatronal level 
Age 
Req~on 
Socro-economrc condrtron 
Sex 

-- 

Natrve lanquaqe 
Confidence that rrghts are 
protected 
What IS the best alternatrve 
for solving problems of 
robbery and assault? 
Have you been rnvolved rn a 
case before a court? 
Have you been a vrctrrn of 
robbery or assault? 
(Constant) 
pdjusted R' 

Non- 
standardrzed 

I3 

- 030 
- 010 
- 094 

038 
050 
038 
419 

130 

025 

011 

1 648 

coeff~c~ents 
Standard 

Error 
010 
003 
056 
035 
068 
101 
022 

028 

070 

077 

245 
251 
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outsrde the court system That means 9 percent of the populat~on knows 

what extrajudlclal concrlratron IS 

Table 6 5 
Knowledge of the  existence of extrajud~c~al  conc~lratlon 

About half the 262 respondents who sard they had heard of 

extrajudlclal concrlratron knew rt rnvolved handling crvrl cases outsrde the 

court system (see Table 6 6 )  

I f  you have heard of extraj~dlclal 
concrl~atron, what do you belreve 

it rnvolves? 
Handlrng crrmrnal cases such as 
robbery, assault and murder 
Handrng crvrl cases such as chrld 
support 
Handlrng any case -- crvrl or 
cr~mrnal -- outsrde the court 
system 
Have never heard of extrajudlcral 
concrlratron 
Total 

Table 6 6 
Understandrng of t h e  meaning of extrajudlclat concrirat~on 

No of 
respon- 
dents 

34 

122 

106 

1142 

1404 

Would people take advantage of extrajudrclal concrlratron7 I f  we 

cons~der only those who say they have heard of extrajudlclal conc~lratron, 78 

percent (181 respondents) would make use of t h ~ s  mechanrsm 

If you have heard of extrajudrc~al 
concrlratron, what do you belreve rt 

rnvolves? 
Handlrng crrmrnal cases such as 
robbery, assault and murder 
Handrng crvrl cases such as chrld 
support 
Handlrng any case -c~vrl or crrmrnal- 
outsrde the court system 

Total 

Percentage 

2 4 

8 7 

7 5 

8 1  3 

100 0 

Accumulate 
d 

percentage 
2 4 

11 1 

18 7 

100 0 

No of 
respon- 
dents 

34 

122 

106 

262 

Percentage 

13 0 

46 6 

40 5 

100 0 



7. ATTITUDES TOWARD DEMOCRACY AND 
AUTHORITARIANISM 

I n  thls study, we have analyzed various elements that form the basls 

for a dynamlc dernocratlc system Interest In publlc affalrs and pol~t~cs,  

community partlclpatlon, legltlmacy of ~nstrtut~ons, awareness and 

knowledge of rights, and fulfillment of responsib~l~t~es Now we will dlrectly 

address respondents' oplnlons of democracy Itself as a political system 

To analyze the overall level of commltment to democracy, 

respondents were asked to lndlcate wlth whlch of the following phrases they 

most agreed 

"Democracy IS preferable to any other form of government" 

"To ordlnary people, ~t makes no dlfference whether the system IS 

dernocratlc or not" 

"An author~tarlan government may sometlmes be preferable to a 

democratic government" 

Two of every three respondents said they preferred democracy to any 

other form of government Although only 15 percent sald an authorltarlan 

government IS sometlmes preferable to a dernocratlc one, a dlsturblng 19 

percent sald ~t makes no dlfference (see Flgure 7 1) Although the majorlty 

of Peruv~ans are commltted to democracy, therefore, for approximately one- 

third that commltment does not appear to be strong 
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F~gure 7 1 
Attrtudes toward democracy, 1998 

(Percentages) 

Democracy IS To ordlnary people rt In some cases an 
preferable to any other makes no d~fference authoritanan 

1 

form of goemment whether the system is goernment may be 
democratic or not preferable 

With wh~ch of the statements do you most agree' 

These results are srmrlar to those of varrous public opinron pollsthat 

have shown the majority of Peruvlans to be committed to the abstract idea 

of democracy The 1997 Lattnobarometro survey, for example, included a 

srmrlar questron, and 60 percent of those rntervrewed chose the frrst optron 

("democracy IS always preferable") (see F~gure 7 2) 

Compared to other La t~n  Amerlcan countrres, Peruvlans' support for 

democracy as a politrcal system 1s close to  to the regional mean, netther 

among the hrghest (such as Uruguay, Argentina or Colombia) or the lowest 

(such as Ecuador, Paraguay and Brazll) The proportron who say an 

authorrtarran government IS sometimes preferable IS also around the regtonal 

mean, not nearrng erther the strong democratrc convictions of Uruguay 

(where only 7 percent chose thls option) or the relatively hrgh tolerance for 

authorltarlanism of Paraguay (where 39 percent sald an authoritarian 
government can sornetrmes be justified) 
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F~gure 7 2 
Lat~n Amer~ca Att~tudes toward democracy, 1997 

(Percentages) 

Btoord~na~ypeople~tmakesnodrf lerence '  8 1 1 4  1 2 0  1 1 3  20 1 2 8  15 10 13 4 15 

mDon t  know 1 2  4 [ 1 l 1 2  3 1 8 1 2  4 1 1  3 4 

i ~o l l v l a1  Braz~I 1":;" Chde 'i;: Mcy :z Peru :u:y , G:i 

Source Lat~nobarometro 1997 

7 1 What do people understand by democracy? 

I I 
69 61 ' 41 , 52 47 1 60 / 86 1 64 

I 

I 1 I 

I 

But what IS democracy? There are varlous ~nterpretat~ons of the 

concept, each emphasizing d~fferent aspects or  dlmenslons I n  theory, there 

are at least four great vislons of democracy One, l~nked to  a Ilberal- 

utllltarlan trad~tion, ldent~fles democracy w ~ t h  the protection of people's 

rights (negatrve freedom) A second, al~gned wlth the republican t rad~t~on,  

ernphaslzes respect for laws and the State of Law as expressed In the 

Constitution A th~rd,  in a more classical trad~tion, identifies democracy w ~ t h  

partlclpatlon and the w ~ l l  of the rnajor~ty A fourth, more radical concept, IS 

associated wlth achievement of substantwe goals, such as just~ce What do 

Peruvians understand by democracy7 I s  thelr perception al~gned with one of 

these v~ews? 

! p a n  author~tanan government may j 15 1 6 ,  19 16 16 I 23 31 39 16 7 17 
sometimes be preferable to a democrat~c 

I government l l l i  -- I 

50 ~democracyIspreferabletoan~otherform 
I of government 

75 , 66 
I 
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When respondents were asked to descrrbe In a few words what they 

understood democracy to be, wrthout the suggestron of possrble responses, 

one-thrrd (34 percent) gave no answer at  all I t IS worth notrng that this 

percentage IS as high as 55 percent among people whose frrst language is 

Quechua or Aymara, 58 percent In rural areas, and 64 percent among those 

who have no more than a prrmary education Of those who responded to the 

questron (Table 7 I), the rnajorrty (37 percent) equated democracy wrth 

respect for freedom of oprnron I n  second place among these spontaneous 

answers IS "respect for crtrzens' rights" (23 percent), followed by "equalrty of 

rrghts" (13 percent) and "people takrng part In decrsron makrng" (9 percent) 

The followrng table suggests a broad range of concepts of democracy that 

must be analyzed more carefully 

Table 7 1 
"Spontaneous" d e f r n ~ t ~ o n s  of 

To better determrne the concept Peruvrans have of democracy, the 

survey rncluded a question asking respondents to  choose the most rmportant 

aspect of democracy from a 11st o f  four optrons, each related to a different 

way of understanding the term (see Table 7 2) More than half chose the 

optron "respect for the rights o f  the rndrvldual " I n  a drstant second place, 

wrth 26 percent, IS the defrnrtron of democracy as "equalrty and socral 

justrce," followed by "respect for laws and the Const~tution" with 17 percent, 

and finally "government by the majority" w ~ t h  barely 5 percent It IS 

lnterestlng to note that when asked to choose among four specrfic meanrngs 

of the word "democracy," the percentage respondrng "don't know" IS reduced 

to only 6 percent (In comparrson to  the 34 percent when the questron was 

open, wlth no suggested responses) It must also be noted that the 
- -- 

33 The total number of val~d responses is only 1,177, 66 percent of the total sample 
of 1,784, because as we indicated earl~er, 34 percent of the people Interwewed did 
not respond to thls questlon 

No of 
respondents 

435 
268 
156 
125 
3 3 
4 3 
3 5 
82 

1177 

What do you understand democracy 
to be? 

Freedom of expression 
Respect for cltrzens' rights 
l ~ ~ u a l i t ~  of rrghts 
Particrpation of the people 
Respect for the State of Law 
Adm~nistratron wrth justice 
Wellbeing of all 
Other response 
Total 

Percentage 

37 0 
22 8 
13 3 
10 6 
2 8 
3 7 
3 0 
7 0 

100 0 
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percentages do not vary slgnlflcantly b y  social class or other 

soc~odemograph~c variables 

Table 7 2 
D e f ~ n ~ t ~ o n s  of democracy 

Survey respondents were also asked what they considered most 

necessary In order for democracy to work well In Peru They were offered 

four alternatives, each related to a dlfferent concept of democracy (Table 

7 3) As the table shows, the percentages of responses to the first four 

optlons are falrly simtlar 

Table 7 3 
Maln requlrement for democracy to work well 

No of 
respondents 

868 
283 

8 7 
439 

1677 

Whlch of the following meanings of 
_democracy IS most Important to you7 
Respect for the rights of the ~ndivldual 
Respect for laws and the Constitut~on 
Government by majorlty 
Equallty and soclal justlce 
Total 

Percentage 

5 1  8 
16 9 

5 2 
26 2 

100 0 

The results summartzed here do not allow us to conclude that there IS 

a s~ngle, overall view of democracy in the country Rather, they suggest the 

coexistence of various concepts "Democracy" appears to have multiple 

meanings comblnlng Ilberal, republican, classical and radlcal concepts It IS 

also ~nterestlng to note that there IS no clear tendency toward change In the 

concept of democracy among dlfferent soclo-economic groups Llberal 

concepts are more slgnlflcant for sectors a t  lower soclo-economlc levels, lust 

as substantive concepts are for those at higher soclo-economlc levels 

No of 
responden 

ts 
396 
337 
398 
3 28 
20 1 

6 
1666 

Of the followlng optlons, which do you 
belleve IS the main requlrement for 
democracy to functlon well ~n Peru? 

Honest and effectlve leaders 
Greater partic~pation by the people 
Respect for laws and the Constltutlon 
Respect for human rlghts 
Accountab~lity of publlc officials 
Other 
Total 

Percentage 

23 8 
20 2 
23 9 
19 7 
12 1 

4 
100 0 
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7 2 Preference for democracy accord~ng to control groups 

Most people say they prefer democracy as a polrtrcal system, but 

whrch ones prefer ~t to a greater degree and which to a lesser extent? To 

answer this quest~on, we established a scale of preference for democracy on 

the basrs of the questron shown in Frgure 7 1 A pornt value of 1 was 

asslgned to the response that "an authorrtarran government may sometrmes 

be preferable to a democratic government," a value of 2 was assrgned to the 

response that "to ordinary people, it makes no drfference whether the 

government rs democratic or  not," and a value of 3 to the response that 

"democracy IS preferable to any other form of government " The scale ranges 

from 1 to 3, wrth 2 as the neutral or mrdpornt We found that the mean for 

the overall sample IS 2 51, fallrng between the responses "democracy IS 

preferable" and "to ordrnary people ~t makes no drfference " 

We used this scale to analyze how means of preference for democracy 

vary according to our control varrables (Frgure 7 3) The socrodemograph~c 

varrables showing statrstlcally slgnrflcant mean varlatrons are age (wrth 

mean levels of preference for democracy slrghtly lower among youth), 

educat~onal level (wrth the lowest means among those who have less than a 

secondary educatron), and socro-economrc srtuatron (wrth a lower mean at 

the lower end of the soclo-economlc scale) Preference for democracy is 

greater among those over age 45, those who have a hrgher educatron, erther 

technical school or unlvers~ty, and those a t  the hrghest socro-economrc level 

These groups show means on the scale that exceed that of the sample as a 

whole (2 51) 
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Figure 7 3 
Scale of preference for democracy a s  a form of government, 

according to  control groups 
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Range of scale 1 to 3 

Statlstlcally slgnlflcant differences f rom the mean are also produced 

by soclal and pol~t lcal  variables (see Flgure 7 4), includ~ng Interest In publlc 

affalrs (the mean level o f  preference for democracy IS lower among those 

who show l l t t le or no Interest), ~n te res t  In polltlcs (the degree of preference 

IS lower among those who show less Interest), and among those who feel 

they have l l t t le polltlcal ~ n f l u e n c e ~ ~  

34 Capac~ty for polltlcal Influence IS based on the results of the following 
question "To what degree do you agree or dlsagree wlth the follow~ng 
statement Po l~ t~c~ans  (the government, Congress and others) declde what they 
want, and I can do nothlng to change that'?" Gwen opt~ons ranglng from 
'strongly agree" to 'strongly dlsagree," 12 5 percent chose "strongly agree,' 
26 8 percent chose 'agree," 19 6 percent were "undec~ded," 34 4 percent chose 
"dlsagree," and 6 7 percent sald they "strongly dlsagree " 
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Figure 7 4 
Scale of  preference for democracy, 

according to relevant socral and polit~cal variables 
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The results shown In Flgures 7 3 and 7 4 c o n f l r m  the hypothesis w e  

Never seeks lnfarmatlon 
I 
I 1 

have been developrng In prevlous chapters W h r l e  most young people a n d  

people ~n p r e c a r i o u s  soclo-economic conditions p r e f e r  d e m o c r a c y ,  the 

t , I  
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1 

p e r c e n t a g e s  a r e  n o t  as g r e a t  In other s e c t o r s  of s o c l e t y  I n  addrtlon, l a c k  of 

Interest In politrcs a n d  public affairs and a person's s e n s e  t h a t  t h e y  have no 

I 

I 1 1  

' i  
I 

~nfluence lead to a lower level of comm~tment to the d e m o c r a t r c  system 
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7 3 "Depth" of support for democracy 

7 3 1 Support for m~lrtary author~tarlan~sm 

Rhetor~cal support for democracy as the best system of government IS 

one th~ng, rna~nta ln~ng thls support under d ~ f f ~ c u l t  c~rcumstances 1s 

someth~ng else entlrely To measure the depth of support for democracy, the 

survey Included a serles of quest~ons about poss~ble support for mrlltary 

governments under certa~n c~rcumstances 

Do you belleve a rn~litary coup would be justlfled to better solve the 

country's econornlc problems? 

Do you belleve a m~l l tary coup would be justlfled to better solve the 

problem of v~olence In the country? 

Bes~des the two sltuatlons just ment~oned, do you belleve there are other 

clrcumstances In whlch a mllltary coup would be justlfled, or do you 

belleve there IS no just~f lcat~on for a m~l l tary government? 

Figure 7 5 
Just~f~cation for mllitary coup, 1998 

(Percentages) 

Would ~usbfycoup for Would just~fycoup for Would ]ustIfycoup for , 
econornlc problems problem of rnolence other reason I 

I 

F~gure 7 5 shows that more than two-th~rds of those ~nterv~ewed say a 

mllltary coup cannot be justlfled under any of the clrcumstances described, 
but a drsturb~ng m~norl ty of about 30 percent IS w ~ l l ~ n g  to jus t~ fy  a coup In 

each of these sltuatlons These results are cons~stent wlth the fact that about 

one-th~rd of those Interwewed was lnd~fferent or s a ~ d  an author~tar~an 

government 1s somet~rnes preferable to a democratrc one (F~gure 7 1 ) 
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To analyze the relationship between tolerance for mllltary 

author~tar~anrsm and varrous control varrables, we established a scale of 

tolerance for military coups based on the three questions we have discussed 
I n  each case, a pornt value of 0 was assigned ~f the respondent s a ~ d  a 

mrlrtary coup would not be justrfied, and 1 rf they sard rt would be j ~ ~ t l f l e d  

The resulting scale ranges from 0 to 3, wlth 0 representrng complete 

rejectron of a m~lrtary coup In any srtuatlon and 3 representing j u s t ~ f ~ c a t ~ o n  of 

a coup under the mentloned clrcumstances Once again, we see that whlle 

6 1  percent of those ~ntervlewed would not support a mllltary coup under any 

crrcumstance, a drsturbrng 19 percent would support a m111tat-y coup In all the 

situations mentloned, and a srmrlar percentage would do so under some 

crrcumstances Thrs means nearly 40 percent of those intervrewed would 

conslder support for a mllltary government just~flabte In certaln crrtrcal 

sltuatrons 

The surveys In the prevlous two years rncluded the same questions 

about support for a mrlrtary coup Flgure 7 6 shows the results of the scale of 

support for mllrtary coups from those years, compared to those from 1998 

The preference drstrrbutron has not changed slgnlflcantly In the past few 

years Nearly two-thirds of Peruvrans systematically refuse to support a 

mrlrtary government whrle about one-frfth would support a coup under some 

crrcumstances 

Figure 7 6 
Scale of tolerance for military coups, 1996-1998 

(Percentages) 

Newr In one case In two cases In all cases 
mentroned 
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What k ~ n d s  of people are most rncl~ned to jus t~ fy  authorrtar~an~sm In 

crrt~cal s~tuations? To answer t h ~ s  quest~on, we calculated the mean level of 

tolerance for mrlrtary coups for various control groups, using the prev~ously 

descr~bed scale F~gure 7 7 shows the variables that produce stat~st~cal ly 

s lgn~f~cant  mean drfferences 

Frgure 7 7 clearly shows wh~ch  soc~odemograph~c groups are more 

lrkely to tolerate a ml l~ ta ry  coup Young people (ages 18-24) show the 

h~ghest  mean on the scale of tolerance for a mrl~tary coup We must keep In 

mlnd, however, that the mean level of rejectton of coups among young 

people, In each s~tuatron ment~oned, IS never less than 62 percent That IS, 

the major~ty of young people reject mrlitary coups, but thrs reject~on IS not as 

strong as In other sectors of soc~ety 

Follow~ng young people, we found that those wrth a lower educatronal 

level (pr~mary or less) are above the mean In j u s t ~ f y ~ n g  a m ~ l ~ t a r y  coup 

Educat~onal level IS the most sign~ficant of all the factors shown on the 

graph, those who have completed college show the highest level of reject~on 

of mrlltary coups F~nally, people at the lowest soclo-economrc level also tend 

to show a level of tolerance for mrl~tary coups above that of those a t  the 

hrghest socro-economlc level 
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Flgure 7 7 
Mean level of tolerance for mll~tary coups 

In varxous control populations 
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To complete thls analysis, we did a regressron to determrne whrch of 
the varrables we have ment~oned are the strongest factors In tolerance for a 

mllitary coup The results are shown in the following table The data show 

age and educatron, In that order, to be statrstlcally s~gnlficant, producrng 

regressron coefflcrents with a negatlve sign Thrs means that when we control 

for all other varrables, people wlth a hrgher educatronal level are less lrkely to 

justrfy a military coup T h ~ s  supports our earlier argument Nelther rnterest in 

public affairs nor Interest in pollt~cs IS a strong factor In tolerance of mrlrtary 

coups 

1 1 '  

! I 
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Table 7 4 
Regression analysls of tolerance for military coups 

uslng various control vartables 

7 3 2 Support for clvlllan authorltarianlsm 

Exper~ence In Latln Amerlca In the past few years shows tha t  progress 

toward democracy IS not interrupted only by m~ l l t a r y  coups, b u t  also when 

democratically elected presidents assume authort tar~an powers, as In Peru 

For t h ~ s  reason, the survey Included an addl t~onal  serles of questlons to 

measure the level of support for  c~v l l lan a u t h o r ~ t a r ~ a n ~ s m  The questlons are 

stmllar to those concerning ml l l tary coups 

Predtctlve var~ables 

Age 
Educational level 
Natlve language 
Sex 
Socto-econom~c condttton 
Area of res~dence 
Interest ~n publ~c affairs 

Interest ~n pollt~cs 
Constant 
Adjusted R' 

Would you agree that the presldent may  assume d~c ta to r~a l  powers t o  

solve the country's economlc problems? 

Would you agree that the president may  assume dlctatorlal powers to  

better solve the problem of vlolence In the country? 

Besldes the sttuatlons we have jus t  mentioned, do you believe there are 

other c~rcumstances under whlch the presldent can be justlfled In 

assuming dlctatorlal powers, o r  do  belleve there IS no just i f icat~on for 

such powers? 

Figure 7 8 shows the percentages of  those who responded 

afflrmatlvely t o  each of these questtons 

Slgnlfl- 
cance 

000 

008 

053 

5 15 

809 

97 1 

208 

5 54 

000 

Standard 
Coef 

Beta 

- 104* 

- 095* 

0 54 

018 

- 009 

- 001 

- 037 

- 016 

Non-standard~zed 
coefflctents t value 

-3 565 

-2 656 
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651 
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- 037 

-1 260 

- 592 

7 348 

B 
- 010 

- 027 
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043 

- 008 

- 002 
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1 654 

Standard 
error 
003 
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033 
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F~gure 7 8 
Justiflcatlon for pres~dent~al authorltarranism, 1998 

(Percentages) 

Agrees w ~ t h  pres~dentlal Agrees w ~th pres~dent~al Agrees w ith president~al I 

authordar~an~srn for authordar~an~srn for problem authordar~an~srn for other 
I economc problems of v~olence reasons 

The preceding graph shows that support for crvrllan authorrtarlanrsm 

IS, on average, farrly srmllar to  the level for mrlrtary author~tarranrsm It IS 

rnterestrng to note, however, that the greater degree of support for clvlllan 

authorrtarranrsm 1s related to solvlng the problem of vrolence In the country 

To analyze the relatronshlp between support for clvllran 

author~tarranrsm and the control variables, we desrgned a scale slmrlar to 

that establrshed for mrlltary authorrtarranrsm The scale ranges from 0 

(rejectron of authorltarran presrdents under all crrcumstances) to 3 

(justrfrcatron of an authorrtarlan president rn all the srtuatlons mentloned) 

The national mean IS 0 76, below the mrdpo~nt of the scale (1 5) The mean 

and drstrlbutron of frequencies on thls scale are srrnllar to those regrstered on 

the scale of tolerance for mrlrtary coups (whlch had a mean o f  0 87) Slxty- 

frve percent of the sample shows a pornt value of 0, representrng rejectron 

under all crrcumstances of the rdea of presidents assuming authorltarran 

powers At the other extreme, 16 percent show w~l l~ngness to  support an 

authorltarran presrdent rn all the  srtuatrons mentloned 

It IS rnterestrng to note the close relatronshrp between support for 

mllltary coups and support for authorrtarlan civllran governments The 

Pearson correlatlon between the two scales IS 348, lndrcatlng that although 

the segments of socrety most receptrve to these forms of authorrtarlanrsm 

are not rdentrcal, there IS a moderately strong correlatlon between them 
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Slm~larly, the relat~onsh~ps we have already seen between support for a 

m~l~tat -y  government and varrables such as age, educat~on and soclo- 

econornlc level also hold true for the scale of support for crv~l  

authorrtarran~sm (Flgure 7 9) 

a) Young people (ages 18-24) are more ~ncllned to tolerate 

authorltarlan c l v ~ l ~ a n  pres~dents than older people (45 years and up) 

b) People wlth less formal educatron (prlmary school or less) have a 

h~gher  mean polnt value on the scale of tolerance for clvl l~an 

authorltar~anrsm than those who have completed college We must not 

forget, however, that for those who have a prrmary educat~on or less, the 

proportion of reject~on of clv l l~an author~ tar~an~sm In the three sltuatlons 

mentroned IS no lower than 63 percent 

c) People at the lower end of the soclo-economrc scale tend to have a 

hlgher mean level of tolerance for clv~llan au thor~ tar~an~sm than those at the 

h ~ g h  end 

d) Residents of rural areas are more lrkely to accept presrdent~al 

authorltarran~sm than those In urban areas 

These data support the hypothesis that we have been developrng 

throughout t h ~ s  report Although they show above-average levels of 

partrc~pat~on In cornmun~ty-based actlv~tles and support for the pollt~cal 

system and Inst~tutlons, young people and sectors of socrety characterrzed by 

exclusron and soclo-economic precariousness consistently show less relat~ve 

Interest In pub l~c  affarrs and polrt~cs, less awareness of thelr r~gh ts  and 

responsrb~l~tres and greater tolerance for authorltarran forms of government 
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F~gure  7 9 
Mean level of tolerance for clv111an author~tar~anlsrn, 

accord~ng to varlous socrodernograph~c variables 
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Besrdes socrodemographic varrables, we must consrder other factors, 

such as support for the polrtrcal system, oplnlons of how well democracy 

works In Peru, and oprnrons o f  Presrdent F U J ~ ~ O ~ I ' S  performance We have 

analyzed support for the polrt~cal system In the chapter on leg~tirnacy To 

examine the other factors, the survey rncluded two quest~ons about people's 

oplnlon's o f  Presrdent FUJ I~O~I 'S  performance and the functlonlng of 

democracy In the country (Tables 7 5 and 7 6 respectively) As Table 7 5 

shows, more than half of those lntervlewed characterrzed the presrdent's 

performance as average, whrle 20 percent consrder it good or  very good and 

one-fourth say ~t IS poor or very poor 
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Table 7 5 
Opinion of Pres~dent Fujimon's performance 

S ~ x t y  percent of those ~ n t e r v ~ e w e d  say the functlon~ng of democracy In 

Peru IS average, w h ~ l e  8 percent say ~t IS good or very good and one- th~rd 

say the  opposlte 

What IS your oplnlon of 
Pres~dent FUJI~O~I 'S 
performance? 
Very good 
Good 
Average 
Poor 
Very poor 
Total 

Table 7 5 
Percept~on of how well democracy works in Peru 

Percentage 

2 1 
18 5 
54 6 
17 3 
7 4 

100 0 

Besldes the propor t~on of respondents In each of these categories, 

however, ~t IS Important to  look a t  t h e ~ r  re la t~onsh~p between these variables 

and support for au thor~ ta r~an  c lv l l~an governments As F~gure  7 10 shows, we 

found s ta t~s t~ca l l y  s lgn~ f~can  t mean differences between these var~ables and 

tolerance for  c ~ v ~ l ~ a n  au thor~ ta r~an ism 

No of 
respondents 

37 
325 
961 
305 
131 
1759 

Do you belleve 
democracy ~n Peru works 

7 

Very well 
Well 
Average 
Badly 
Very badly 
Total 

Percentage 

8 
7 2 
59 9 
22 9 
9 3 

100 0 

No of 
respondents 

13 
118 
984 
376 
153 

1644 
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Figure 7 10 
Tolerance for crvlllan author~tanan~sm,  
according to selected polrtrcal varrabIes 
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As we have seen In other parts of thls report, especially the chapter 
about legitimacy of instrtut~ons, we find that the people who are most 

tolerant of clvllran author~tarran~sm also have the hlghest opinion of Pres~dent 

F u j l m o r ~ ' ~  performance This is understandable when we examlne the 

pres~dent's leadershrp character~stlcs Those who characterrze the president's 

performance as good or very good show h~gher  mean levels of support for 

pres~dentlal author~tar~anrsm than those who conslder h ~ s  performance poor 
or  very poor Srmrlarly, a pos~tive opinron of the polltical system In general IS 

associated w ~ t h  greater tolerance for crvllran author~tarranrsm Underscoring 
thls idea, we see that those who have a hlgher opinlon of the way democracy 
works rn Peru are more lrkely to  agree that pres~dents may assume 

drctator~al powers rn certain s~tuatrons Thrs IS not contradictory ~f we keep in 

m ~ n d  that people tend to equate the government w ~ t h  the po l~ t~ca l  system, 
and that there IS a perceptron that the present government is authoritarian 
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These ideas are confirmed by a regression analysis incorporating all 

the variables shown (Table 7 7) 

Table 7 7 
Regress~on analys~s of tolerance of authoritar~an civilran governments, 

using various control var~ables 

As in the case of support for military authoritarianism, the regression 

analysis shows that both age and educational level are statistically significant 

In determlnlng tolerance for civil authoritarranism The negative signs of thelr 

respective coefficients are consistent with earlier findings and indlcate that 

greater age and higher educational level are associated with lower tolerance 

for civil authoritarianrsm The regression analysrs also shows that support for 

the polltical system in general and the Fujimorl admrnistration in particular 

are factors in tolerance for civil authoritarianism Greater support for the 

system and a higher oplnion o f  Pres~dent Fujimori's performance are 

associated wlth greater tolerance for forms of clvil authoritarianism 

Pred~ctive variables 

Age 
Educational level 
Sex 
Area of res~dence 
Native language 
Socio-econom~c condition 
Opin~on of President 
Fujimorl's performance 
Support for the polit~cal 
system 
Opln~on of how well 
democracy works 
Constant 
Adjusted R~ 

I n  conclusion, although a large segment of the population prefers 

democracy to any other form of government, 35 to 40 percent of those 

interviewed would justify a mllitary coup or  authoritarian civilian government 

under certaln crltical circumstances This support appears to be determined 
by two soc~odemograph~c characteristics, age and education, with young 

Non-standardized 
coeff~c~ents 

6 
- 030 
- 007 

102 
037 
063 
00 1 
247 

096 

048 

20 1 

Slgnifi- 
cance 

002 
008 
106 
474 
528 
978 
000 

002 

30 1 

349 

Standar- 
dlzed 
Beta 
coef 

- 110* 
- 078% 

045 
0 24 

- 018 
001 
189* 

097* 

034 

Standard 
error 
009 
003 
063 
052 
100 
03 1 
043 

03 1 

047 

214 

t value 

-3 165 
-2 677 
1 6 1 6  

716 
- 631 
027 

5 731 

3 091 

1 0 3 5  

936 
083 



Attitudes Toward Democracy And Authontananam 

people and those havlng less formal education be~ng  more llkely to j us t~ fy  

thls behav~or than other groups Other factors In tolerance for clvlllan 

author~tar~anism are support for the polrtrcal system and the person's oplnron 

of Pres~dent F u j r m o r ~ ' ~  performance As we have seen, glven the nature of 

the presrdent's leadersh~p and the strong assocratlon between the 

government and the pol~trcal system, tolerance for author~tarran~sm IS related 

to a h~gher  oplnlon of the president's performance and greater support for 

the system 



1 8 CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS I 

We said In the Introduct~on that the baslc objective of thls study was 

to analyze the level and lntenslty of community-based partlclpatlon and chart 

Peruvlans' attitudes toward democracy and ~ t s  polltlcal lnstltutlons With 

these two 0 b j e ~ t l ~ e ~  In mlnd, thls section summarizes our most important 

flndlngs and conclus~ons 

We will begin wlth community-based partlclpatlon A baslc element of 

publlc lnvolvement IS awareness of natlonal lssues Our flndlngs about the 

level of cltlzens' Interest In publlc affarrs and polltlcs In general are 

noteworthy On average, Peruvlans follow natlonal and polltlcal lssues 

relatively closely, although sllghtly less Interest IS shown In polltlcs, and they 

do so prlmarlly through televlslon news Peruvlans clearly preferred 

aud~ov~sual  medla, and most of those surveyed considered televls~on to be a 

rellable source of lnformatlon Whether or not lnformatlon provlded by 

televlslon IS, In fact, rellable IS another Issue, but the survey results show 

most Peruvlans trust ~t 

But paying frequent attentlon to "natlonal lssues" does not necessarily 
translate Into Interest In polltlcs Although nearly 50 percent say they are 

Interested In polltlcs, a slmllar percentage say they have no Interest or 

actually hate polltlcs Desplte the extent of anti-polltlcal sentiment In the 

country, however, thls IS slmllar to  the average for Latln Amerlca 

Interest In polltlcs and natlonal affalrs IS not uniformly dlstrlbuted 

Certaln soclal sectors show levels of attentlon to publlc affalrs and Interest In 

polltlcs below the mean People wlth less formal education, young people, 

those at lower soclo-economlc levels and residents of rural areas show less 

Interest In pollt~cs than other groups 

Wlth regard to lnvolvement In community-based organlzatlons and 

nerghborhood act~v~sm, our study has found a slgn~flcant organlzatlonal 

fabrlc In Peru desplte the crlsls More than half the people Interwewed sald 

organlzatlons such as women's assoc~at~ons, rellglous commun~t~es, parents' 

assoc~at~ons, neighborhood organlzatlons or sports clubs exlst In thelr 
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communrtres About one-thrrd (31 percent) sard they belong to at least one 

such organrzatron and another 24 percent to  two or more That means 55 

percent belong to a t  least one cornmunrty group In comparatrve terms, that 

places Peru near the regronal mean for overall rnvolvement and even hrgher 

for some organrzat~ons 

Whrle we found that people rn rural areas, those wlth less educatron, 

poor people and youth showed relatrvely less rnterest rn publrc affarrs, 

communrty-based actrvrty IS a drfferent matter Although therr rnterest In 

publrc affairs and polrtrcs IS below the mean, these groups particrpate more 

frequently In communlty and neighborhood organrzatrons Thrs rnvolvement 

appears to be a mechanrsm for obtarnrng, through collective actron, goods 
and servrces that cannot be obtarned through the market Thrs IS borne out 

by the fact that the sectors showrng hrghest partrcrpatron are those wlth less 

access to baslc servrces 

We also found srgnrfrcant rnvolvement rn self-help or nerghborhood- 

Improvement act~vltres About 40 percent of people rntervrewed sard they 

had donated therr labor to or partrcrpated In meetings about some 

communlty project Thrrty percent of respondents also sard they had trred to 

solve some communrty or nerghborhood problem These percentages do not 

seem to have changed over the last three years Agarn, the most 

economrcally precarrous groups show a level of communlty involvement 

above the mean T h ~ s  confrrrns the vlew that in Peru communrty-based 

partrcrpatron IS a strategy used by poor sectors to galn access to thrngs they 

lack 

Young people's attitudes deserve specral mentron Youth show levels 

of attention to publrc and polrt~cal issues that are below the mean, as well as 

lower levels of rnvolvement In neighborhood organrzat~ons and communlty 

actlvrsm We therefore belreve rt IS rmportant to do promotronal work wlth 

young people, opening greater poss~brlrties for their partrcrpatron 

Movrng from the socral to  the polrtical arena, we find that a large 

majorrty of those lntervrewed have a very negatlve oplnron of the polrtrcal 

system and rts fundamental rnstrtutrons Nearly half say they do not support 

the instrtutrons of the Peruvran polrtrcal system at all, and one-thlrd belleve 

the polrtrcal system does not uphold cltlzens' baslc rrghts The degree of 

Iegrtlmacy of the poirtlcal system and rts rnst~tutions IS clearly very low Thrs 

IS not surprrsrng, although rt IS certarnly cause for concern The Peruvran 

" 
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polltlcal system demonstrates serlous def~clenc~es In defend~ng cltlzens' baslc 

r~ghts, ~nc lud~ng a lack of ~ m p a r t ~ a l  t r~a ls  T h ~ s  IS of particular concern, 

because ~t shows how much leg~ t~macy  these ~nst l tu t~ons have lost and how 

much must be done to change the s~tuatron 

Not only IS there a general lack of support for the po l~ t~ca l  system 

Itself, trust In key ~nst~tutrons IS also very low Levels of conf~dence In the 

judlclal system, Congress, the Attorney General's offlce and the Comptroller 

General are all extremely low, some, In fact, are the lowest In L a t ~ n  Amer~ca 

I n  t h ~ s  cllmate of general d~ssatlsfact~on w ~ t h  and d~strust In the po l~ t~ca l  

system, we flnd that higher levels of conf~dence may be a sign of lack of 

~nformatlon and lack of cr l t~cal analys~s I n  fact, levels of support for the 

system are above the mean among young people, those w ~ t h  less formal 

education and res~dents of rural areas We must remember that these are 

precisely the groups that show the lowest levels of lnformat~on about and 

Interest In p o l ~ t ~ c s  

The state instltut~ons lnsplrlng greatest conf~dence are the 

Ombudsman's Off~ce and local governments Gwen the Ombudsman's 

Offlce's role and evldent autonomy, ~t IS easy to understand why ~t IS the 

State rnst~tutlon that enjoys the h~ghest  level of trust Local governments 

Inspire greater conf~dence because they have become more dynam~c In 

recent years and are more ~nvolved In people's dally llves 

When Peruv~ans' oplnlons of local government performance are 

analyzed, we find that commun~ty ~nvolvement and partlcipatlon In events 

organized by local governments play a s ~ g n ~ f ~ c a n t  role In format~on of a 

posltlve oplnlon 

Polltical democracy IS based on a series of institutions establ~shed to 

defend crv~l r~gh ts  Th~s  assumes, however, that c~ t~zens know what these 

r~gh ts  are We flnd that about two-th~rds of those lntewlewed show a clear 

awareness that they have rrghts The problem lles In the general perception 

that these r~ghts  are not respected and upheld In Peru There IS a s~gn~f icant  

gap between people's awareness that they have r~ghts  and thelr vlew of how 

these rights are upheld To c ~ t e  two examples 69 percent say correctly that 

the Const~tut~on guarantees replacement of publ~c authorlt~es who do not 

perform thelr functrons properly, but  only 23 percent belleve t h ~ s  r ~ g h t  1s 

upheld In Peru I n  addltlon, 81 percent of respondents are aware that they 
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have the rrght to freedom of expression, but only 31 percent belreve thrs 

rrght IS respected 

Many rrghts are not respected In Peru, the rrght to personal safety IS 

partrcularly lackrng Nearly one-thrrd of respondents said they or a famrly 

member had been vrctrm of a robbery or  assault rn the 12 months preceding 

the survey Thrs percentage Increases to 45 percent In Lrma These figures 

suggest a lack of abrllty on the part of the Peruvran State to provlde a safe 

environment for crtrzens Of partrcular concern is the fact that 40 percent of 

the vrctlms drd not frle polrce reports Of those who drd, only 5 percent sard 

they were "very satrsfred" wlth the results and 35 percent sald they were 

"somewhat satrsfred " The remarnlng 60 percent sard they were "drssat~sfied" 

or  "very drssatrsfred" w ~ t h  the results when they reported the crime to the 

polrce 

I n  analyzrng backrng of democracy as a polrtrcal system, we frnd 

srgnifrcant support for the rdea that democracy IS the best system of 

government About 60 percent of those rntervlewed say they prefer 

democracy and reject polrtrcal author~tarranrsm, both milltary and crvrl The 

remarnrng 40 percent show a certarn level of tolerance for authoritarran~sm 

and say it can be justrfred under certarn c~rcumstances 

What krnds of people are most rnclrned to accept authorrtarran 

behavior? Consrstent wrth earlrer frndrngs, those who show less preference 

for democracy are younger, live rn economically precarrous srtuat~ons and 

demonstrate less rnterest In publrc affalrs and polrtrcs These same groups 

show greater support for the polrtrcal system and greater trust In rts 

rnstrtutrons They also have a hrgher oprnron of how well democracy works In 

Peru and of Presrdent F U J I ~ O ~ I ' S  performance People who have more formal 

educatron and a better socro-economrc srtuatron, on the other hand, are less 

tolerant of authorrtar~anlsm and show greater rnterest In publrc and polrtrcal 

Issues They are also more crrtrcal of how democracy functrons In Peru and 

have a lower oprnron of the presrdent's performance 

Thrs occurs because the survey respondents tend to equate the 

polltrcal system and rts rnstrtutrons wrth the present government, whrch IS 

consrdered authorrtarran Greater confidence rn the system, therefore, IS not 

a srgn of hrgher democratrc values, but  rather the opposrte 
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I n  summary, among the causes for concern found In thls study are an 

extreme lack of confldence (even In comparison to Latln Amerlcan averages) 

In publlc ~ n s t ~ t u t ~ o n s  The lnstltutlon In whlch cltlzens trust least IS the 

Judlclal Branch, whlle the greatest confldence IS lnsplred by the 

Ombudsman's Offlce and local governments (showrng that the latter could 

provlde a way to brldge the gap between socrety and pol~tlcal ~nstltutlons) 

There IS also a low level of support for the polltlcal system In general More 

encouraging signs, on the other hand, Include slgnlflcant levels of community 

~nvolvement, falrly high levels of Interest In publ~c affalrs and polltlcs, a 

relatlvely hlgh awareness of rlghts, and a majorlty preference for democracy 

as a polltlcal system (even though one-thlrd of those lntervlewed express a 

certain level of tolerance for authorltarlan forms of government) 

Sectors of soclety charactenzed by various forms of precariousness 

and exclus~on, such as youth, show relatlvely greater trust In polltlcal 

~ns t~ tu t~ons ,  support the polltlcal system In greater proportion, and glve 

hlgher marks to the functlonrng of democracy In the country, whlle show~ng 

lower levels of Interest In polltlcs and polltlcal affalrs, less awareness of thelr 

rlghts and respons~b~ l~ t~es ,  and greater tolerance for authorltarlan forms of 

government People wlth hlgher educational and soclo-economrc levels are 

less likely to  trust polltlcal instltutlons, show less support for the polltlcal 

system, and are more cr l t~cal of the way democracy works In our country 

They also are more Interested In polrtrcs and publlc affalrs, more conscious of 

thelr rlghts and respons~brl~t~es, and show a greater commitment to 

democracy than the natlonal average 

Thls apparent contradlctron becomes clear when we flnd that the 

relatively hlgher levels of trust In ~nstrtut~ons, support for the polltlcal system 

and satlsfactron wlth the funct~onlng of democracy In our country could be 

expresslons of lower levels of crltlcal analysls and capacity for exerclslng 

rlghts, rather than expresslons of a greater comm~tment  to democracy On 

the other hand, greater dlstrust In lnstltutrons and the polltlcal system goes 

hand In hand wlth a greater comm~tment  to  democracy, thls IS because the 

government IS generally equated wlth the polltlcal system and ~ t s  

~ns t~ tu t~ons ,  and there 1s a strong perception that the government IS 

authorltarlan Thls brlngs Into question the conventional bel~ef  that 

strengthening of democracy corresponds wlth greater levels of trust In the 

polltlcal system and ~ t s  lnstltutlons 
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Sectors of socrety characterrzed by precarrousness and exclusron tend 

to be more rnvolved in communrty organrzatrons and actrvrtres, whrch IS a 

posrtrve sign rf we assume that thrs communrty partrcrpatron has a posltrve 

rnfluence on partrcrpatron In democratrc processes We frnd, however, that 

nerghborhood rnvolvement does not have much effect on commrtment to 

democracy This IS true partly because partrcrpatron alone cannot brrng about 

change In other structural condrtrons, and partly because exrstrng 

organrzatrons, by therr nature and dynamrcs, do not have a declsrve Impact 

In the polrtrcal arena, although they may have posrtrve socral effects 

Some recommendatrons 

Youth work IS a prrorrty, especrally In rural areas and among poor sectors 

Thrs IS also an area In whrch programs can produce relatrvely raprd 

results, srnce rt IS more drffrcult to  change structural factors such as 

poverty, educatronal level and exclusron from socrety, whrch have a 

negative effect on democratrc values Work wrth young people could be 

decrsrve 

Whrle partrcrpatron In cornmunrty-based organrzatrons and actrvrsm IS 

rmportant and socrally excluded sectors partrcrpate In these actlvrtres - 
and there IS a wrllrngness to Increase rnvolvement- people are also crrtrcal 

of organrzatrons that actually ex~st I t  IS also rmportant to remember that 

whrle communrty rnvolvement may have a srgnrfrcant Impact on lrvrng 

condrtrons rn communrtres, it does not have much effect rn the polrtrcal 

arena or  on democratrc vrews and values It IS not, therefore, a matter 

only -- or  even marnly -- of strengthen~ng these organrzatrons to a certarn 

degree, but rather of breakrng down the barrrers that keep some people 

at  a distance, as well as fosterrng democratic relatronshrps wrthrn these 

organrzatrons 

Local governments play a key role rn defendrng cltrzens' rrghts and 

attendrng to therr demands These are the State rnstrtutrons that are 

closest to crtrzens and enjoy relatrvely hrgh levels of trust and legrtrmacy 

In comparrson to other government entrtres Thrs rmplres that 

strengthenrng local governments could have a posrtrve effect on people 

and therr relatronshrps wrth rnstrtutrons In the publrc and polrtrcal arenas 
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Frnally, whrle rt IS true that greater crtrzen awareness IS rmportant In 

broadening democratrc values and strengthenrng democracy as a system, 

rt IS equally rmportant to change the polttlcal rnstrtut~ons themselves 

Most people's sense of drstance from these rnstrtut~ons does not stem 

from a lack of awareness or  attentron to  publlc and polltical affalrs On 

the contrary, rt IS a result of an awareness of therr rlghts and a capaclty 

for crrtrcal analysrs that must be accompanred by lnstrtutronal 

mechanisms that defend these rlghts The dlstrust In and lack of 

rdentrfrcatlon wlth polrtlcal rnstltutrons occurs, qurte srmply, because they 

functron poorly In Peru 
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This sectron explarns In greater detall a few po~nts that were only 

mentroned In the body of the report, such as 1) sample select~on, 2) 

questronnarre deslgn, 3) deflnltron of control variables, 4) establ~shment of 

rnd~cators of democratic partlcrpatlon, and, 5) a brlef report on the focus 

groups 

1 Sample select~on 

The survey universe Includes all men and women between ages 18 

and 65, from all socro-economrc levels In both rural and urban areas of the 

varlous geographrc reglons of the country 

The or~glnal sample s ~ z e  was 1,500 lntervrews natronw~de Thls was 

rncreased by 10 percent for a total of 1,650, whrch were proportionally 

dlstrlbuted accordrng to the welght of the populatron In each department and 

the respective types of commun~tres 

S~nce an addrt~onal percentage 1s always necessary In the appl~cat~on 

of a survey (rn case ~t IS necessary to e l ~ m ~ n a t e  some responses), the frnal 

sample was 1,784 people, more than 250 more than in the two prevrous 

surveys Thrs sample srze allows us to reduce the margln of error of the total 

sample For global results, rn the worst case (p=50 and q=50), the margln of 

error IS est~mated at & 2 4%, for an accuracy of 95 5% (see Table 1) 

Table 1 
Sample srze and margln of error1 

1996 - 1998 

The sample includes nearly all departments In the country, takrng Into 

account the most representatwe provinces and drstrlcts In each Table 2 

- 

1 All calculation of rnargln of error was done by IMASEN S A 
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shows the sample c o m p o s ~ t ~ o n  by department and area of  resldence 

(Metropolltan L~ma,  other urban and other rural) 

Table 2 
Sample c o m p o s ~ t ~ o n  for t h e  1998 survey 

Department 

Amazonas 

Table 3 shows the margln o f  error by  area of  residence (wlth an 

accuracy of  95 5%) 

Ancash 
Apurimac 
Arequ lpa 
Ayacucho 
Cajamarca 
Callao 
Cusco 
Huancavel~ca 
Huanuco 
Ica 
3un1n 
La Libertad 
Lam bayeque 
Li ma 
Loreto 
Moquegua 
Pasco 
P~ura 
Puno 
San Martin 
Tacna 
Tu m bes 
Ucayal~ 
Total 

Table 3 
Margln of error by area of r e s~dence  

Other urban +- 3 6 

Other rural +- 4 4 

Total 

30 

Area of residence 
~ l r n a ~  Otherurban Other rural 

43 

455 

498 
27 9 

We only considered the metropolltan area of the department of Llma, along wlth 
the constlturlonal province of Calla0 Other urban and rural areas of the department 
of Llma are ~ncluded In other areas of resldence 

12 
4 3 
10 
63 
19 
28 

3 3 
8 
19 
37 
52 
7 3 
63 
37 
56 
9 
10 
87 
3 5 
2 9 
14 
13 
15 

765 
42 9 

18 
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As a sample method, IMASEN S A used a multr-stage probabllrty 

desrgn wrth random select~on of sample pornts 

- I n  urban areas streets, burldrngs and houses by the random route 

method3 
- I n  rural areas, a s k ~ p  ~nterval  was used 
- Selectron of resrdences and people was done by the Krsh method4 

2 Quest~onnalre deslgn5 
The IEP research team desrgned the questronnalre used In the 1998 

survey on the basrs of questronnarres used In prevlous studres and on the 

lrnes of analys~s presented In the study proposal We Included about 106 

variables In addrtron to quest~ons correspondrng to the respondent's "control 

data" (sex, age, educatron, etc ) 

Once the questronnarre was desrgned, we drd a prlot test In peripheral 

areas of Lrma and a Quechua-speakrng communrty In the Department of 

Ayacucho To ensure proper use of the questronnarre, we also developed, In 

conjunctron wrth IMASEN S A ,  a tralnlng manual for rntervrewers that 

covered selectron of res~dences and people to be ~ntervlewed as well as 

formulatron of questrons 

3 Deflnit~on of control var~ables  

As agreed rn drscuss~ons wrth the USAID/Peru team, we considered 

the followrng demographic, socral and economrc varrables In establrsh~ng 

sample control groups sex, age, natrve language, educatron, area of 

res~dence and socro-economic condrtron6 Each of these varrables has been 

rncorporated rn each of the bases o f  the survey 

~ -- 

Random route lrnplres a starrstep system based on a des~gnated starting polnt 

System of random numbers combln~ng the number of the questlonnalre wrth the 
number of persons In a household who have the requlred character~st~cs 

A copy of all the questions ~n the quest~onna~re can be found at the end of the 
appendrx 

The name of the variable In the database appears rn rtal~cs before the name of the 
category 
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Sex - 
This variable has only two categories 
SEX 
0 Female 
1 Male 

m 
The age variable has a range of values from 18 to 65 years, 

corresponding to the sample unlverse They were divided into 10-year 

groups except for the last category, which has a 20-year range 

EDADREC 

1 18-24 years 
2 25-34 years 
3 35-44 years 
4 45 and over 

Natlve lansuaqe 

The questionnaire Included the quest~on, "What language have you 

spoken at home since you were a ch~ld?", w ~ t h  the following opt~ons 1) 
Spanish, 2) Quechua, 3) Aymara, 4) Spanlsh and Quechua, 5) Spanish and 

Aymara, 6) Other (native), 7) Other (foreign) 

The Quechua/Aymara category Includes those who said their first 

language was Quechua or  Aymara alone and those who spoke 

QuechuaIAymara and Spanish simultaneously as native languages 

ETNIA 

0 Quechua IAymara 
1 Spanlsh 
Area of resldence 

The two previous studies included two control variables area of 

residence (urban and rural) and region of orlgin (L~ma, southern and 

northern coast, southern and northern mountains, a zone known as the 

"Andean trapezoid" and jungle) For this study, we dec~ded to use only one 

variable that grouped together three areas of residence, d~fferent~at lng not 

only between urban and rural but  between Llma and the rest of the country 

We did not use region of orlgin as there IS a high margin of error by region, 

which makes it dlffrcult to compare results from one year to another 
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REGREC 

0 Other rural 
1 Other urban 
2 Lrma 

Educatronal Level vears of schoolrna com~ le ted  (edu2r) 

As the surveys have been carrred out by drfferent pollrng companres 

usrng drfferent methods for grouping educatronal levels, rn order to make a 

comparrson among the three years of the survey we considered the varlable 

"Years of study completed " On the basrs of thrs varrable, we developed the 

followrng educatronal groups 

EDU2R 
1 Pr~mary (0 to 6 years of schoolrng completed) 
2 Secondary (7 to 11 years of schoolrng completed) 
3 Hrgher educatron rncomplete (12 to 15 years of school~ng completed) 
4 Unrversrty complete or more (16 or more years of schoolrng completed) 

Socroeconomrc Level (nrvsoc) 

As wrth educatron, because of the drfferent methodologres used by the 

survey companres we consrdered as a proxy socro-economlc level the 

possessron of the followrng goods or  domestrc applrances 
has a televrsron 
has a refrrgerator 
has a telephone 
has a washrng machine 
has an automobrle manufactured In the past f ~ v e  years 

We assrgned a pornt value of 0 to those who had none of these 

applrances and 1 for each applrance The resulting scale ranges from 0 to 5, 

on the basis of whrch three levels were establrshed 

NIVSOC 
1 Low (has no applrances or  one appliance) 
2 Medrurn (has 2 or 3 applrances) 
3 Hrgh has 4 or 5 appliances 

Table 4 shows the makeup of the drfferent control varrables rn the 

1998 sample and the previous studres 
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Table 4 
Control variables 1996 - 1998 

I t  IS ~mportant  to  note that although the proportron of surveys In rural 

areas IS slmllar In all three years, the sample dlspers~on IS much greater In 

the 1998 study Whlle the 1996 survey Included 28 small population centers 

and the 1997 study Included 29, the 1998 study has surveyed 89 small 

populat~on centers, lncludlng many peasant commun~t~es More than 60 

percent of the populat~on centers In the survey had fewer than 500 

~nhabltants, confirming the greater drsperslon of the sample T h ~ s  IS 

reflected, for example, In the h ~ g h  percentage of lmpreclse responses ("don't 

know/no answer" or "don't know") In the questions about trust In ~ n s t ~ t u t ~ o n s  

or ask~ng for a spontaneous d e f l n ~ t ~ o n  of democracy 

4 Development of tnd~cators of democrat~c part~c~patton 

Var~able 

Sex 

Age 

Nat~ve language 

Area of 

res~dence 

Years of 
schooling 

completed 

Soc~o-econom~c 
condltlon 

Gwen the strateg~c objectlve and ~ntermed~ate  results of the 

USAID/Peru Democrat~c Inltlatlves Program, summarlzed In the ~ntroductlon 

to thls report, we establ~shed a serles of lndlcators based on the 

methodology of the 1996 and 1997 surveys I n  cases where a s ~ m ~ l a r  

questlon was not Included In the 1998 survey, the ~ndlcator was recalculated 

for the prevlous years 

Census 

50 9 

49 1 

26 4 

29 0 

20 4 

24 2 

19 7 

80 3 

29 8 

4 1  4 

28 8 

Categories 

Female 
Male 

1 18 to 24 

2 25 to 34 

3 35 to 44 

4 45 and up 

QuechuaIAymara 
Span~sh 

Other rural 

Other urban 
L~ma 

Pr~mary 

Secondary ~ n c  /complete 
H~gher ed ~ncomplete 

Un~vers~ty completed 

Low socro-ec level 
I 
Med~um socloec level 

Hlgh socloec Level 

1996 

51 3 

48 7 

27 1 

26 9 

22 8 

23 2 

8 8 

91  2 

29 5 

40 2 

30 3 

23 9 

42 8 

20 8 

12 6 

44 2 

45 1 

10 7 

1998 

50 2 

49 8 

24 8 

29 4 

21 5 

24 3 

16 7 

83 3 

29 2 

42 9 

27 9 

25 4 

43 8 

13 3 

17 4 

46 7 

38 1 

1 5 2  

1997 

50 6 

49 4 

24 1 

25 9 

23 5 

26 5 

11 4 

88 6 

29 4 

39 2 

31 4 

23 6 

43 0 

19 1 

14 3 

48 3 

41 2 

1 0 6  
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S t r a t e g ~ c  Objective Greater  c ~ t l z e n  pa r t r c rpa t~on  In democratic 
processes 

Indicator (SOa) Percentage of cltrzens who are actlve members of at  least 
one crvll soaety organ~zatron 

As we sard In the flnal study report, rn thrs case we could not establrsh 

the same rndrcator because the quest~ons of the 1998 survey were more 

specrfrc, and therefore exaggerated rnvolvement I n  the 1996 and 1997 

surveys, respondents were asked directly how often they partrcrpated rn 

varrous organrzatrons, wrthout frrst establrshrng whether or not these 

organlzatrons exrsted rn therr communrtres As a result, a large percentage of 

respondents sard they never or  almost never attended meetrngs of these 

organrzatrons I n  the 1998 survey, respondents were specifically asked 

whether these organlzatlons exrsted In therr communrtres Only those who 

sard the organrzatrons d~d,  In fact, exrst were then asked whether or not they 

par t~c~pated In these groups 

Prevrous methodoloqy 
The prevrous studies consrdered frequent partrcrpatron In the following 

organlzatrons 
(cp7) Parents' assocratron 
(cp13) Women's assocratron 
(cp6) Catholrc communrty or  non-Catholrc rellgrous comrnunrty 

(cp9) Professronal assoclatron 
(cp3) Communrty organrzatron 
(cplO) Unlons 

(cp17) Polltrcal part~es or  groups 
(cp30) Other organ~zatrons 

A pornt value of 1 was glven to those who frequently attended meetrngs 
and a polnt value of 0 to those who sometrmes, almost never or never 
attended An actrve member was defrned as one who frequently attended 
meetrngs of at  least one of the organrzatrons mentioned Table 5 shows the 
calculatron of the rndrcator using thrs methodology 
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Table 5 
Partlclpat~on In c1v11 socrety organ~zat~ons, 1996-1998 

(Percentages) 

New methodolosv 

For the 1998 study we have deslgned an alternative lndlcator that takes Into 

conslderatlon the same organlzatlons used for the lndlcator under the 

prevlous methodology (parents' assoclat~on, women's assoclatlon, Cathollc or 

non-Cathollc rellglous community, professional assoclatlons, commun~ty or 

neighborhood organlzatlons, unlons, polltlcal part~es and other organlzatlons, 

whlch In the 1998 survey Include producers' and cultural assoc~at~ons), both 

In the overall sample and In the smaller sample of respondents who belong 

to at least one clvll soclety organlzatlon ' We dlfferentlated flve groups 

w l th~n  the sample and ass~gned them the follow~ng point values 
- Zero Cases In whlch the organlzatlon does not exlst, the person IS not a 

member or does not respond 

One People who, although members of an organlzat~on of clvll soc~ety, 

never or almost never attend 

- Two Those who are members and somet~mes attend meetlngs of an 

organrzatlon 

Three Those who occasionally attend meet~ngs of two or three 

organlzatlons 

- Four Those who frequently attend meetlngs of one or more 

organlzatlons 

As the following table shows, 30 percent of the total sample frequently 

attend meetlngs of one organlzatlon or more More prec~sely, 55 percent of 

those who are members frequently attend meet~ngs of one organlzat~on or 

more 

1997 

49 

5 1 

(1533) 

Actlve member of at least one 
c~vl l  society organlzatlon 

Is  an actlve member 
I s  not an actlve member 
Base 

' Does not include sports clubs 

1996 

46 

5 4 

(1508) 
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Table 6 
Frequency of attendance a t  meetrngs of crvrl socrety organlzatrons 

In w h ~ c h  person partrclpates (frecorg), 1998 
(Percentages) 

Indicator (Sob) Percentage of c~tlzens who actrvely participate m solving 

problems m the~r  communities 

T h ~ s  lndlcator can be established In the same way for the three years 

of the study, taklng Into account the following questrons 

(CP5) Have you worked or tried to solve some problem in your 

(commun~ty/ne~ghborhood)~ 

(CP5a) Have you donated money or mater~als to help wrth some problem 

or Improvement In your (communrty/nerghborhood)~ 
+ (CP5b) Have you contr~buted your own labor? 

(CP5c) Have you attended meetings to solve some problem or make 

some improvement In your (communrty/ne~ghborhood)~ 

Val~d 
percentage 

5 

29 

11 

55 

100 0 

Each of these questrons has three categorres 1) yes, 2) no, and 3) 

Percentage 

3 

16 

6 

30 

54 
- -- - - 

4 6 

100 0 

Val~d 
responses 

- - -  

don't know We grouped Into a single category the responses No and Don't 

know, producing two response categories for each of the questrons The new, 

recoded varrables are added to produce the scale of commun~ty-based 

a c t i v ~ s r n ~  

Elrmrnated Organlzatlon does not exlst/ls 8 14 

responses not a member/no response 
Total 1784 

Frequency of attendance 

Never or almost never attends 
Somet~mes attends meetrngs of 
one organlzatlon 
Somet~mes attends meetrngs of 
two or three organlzatrons 
Frequently attends meetings of 
one or more organ~zatlons 

Total 

I n  the scale of communrty-based act~vrsm descr~bed In the chapter on partrcrpat~on 
In organlzatrons of c~vrl socrety, we cons~der an addrt~onal factor that was lncluded In 
the questronnarre as of 1997 The person lntervrewed was asked ~f they had helped 
form a group to solve problems rn thelr comrnunrt~es Because cases In whlch the 

No of 
respon- 
dents 

46 

285 

107 

532 

970 
--- 
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Scale of community-based actlvlsm 

0 Does no t  participate 

1 Partlclpates In 1 actlvlty 

2 Partlcrpates In 2 actlvltles 

3 Partrclpates In 3 actlvltles 

4 Partlclpates In all the actlvltles mentloned 

We conslder those who partlclpate In three or four actlvltles to have a 

hlgh level of actlv~sm, and those who partlclpate In two, one or no 

comrnunlty actlvltles to  have a low level of actlvlsm 

Table 7 
Commun~ty-based actlvlsm (parcomr), 1996 - 1998 

(Percentages) 

Intermediate Result No 1 More effectlve natlonal lnstltutlons 

C~tlzens actrvely lnvolved ~n 
solvlng problems In t h e ~ r  

communltles 
Hlgh level of partrclpat~on 
Low level of partlclpatlon 
Base 

Indlwtor (R11)  Percentage of otlzens who have confldence In key ~nst l tut~ons 

We established the lndlcator of confldence In lnstltutlon on the basls of 

v a l ~ d  responses to  the following questions 

(813) How much confldence do you have In Congress? 
(B27) How much confldence do you have In the judlclal system? 

(815) How much confldence do you have In the Attorney General's 

Office? 

(817) How much confldence do you have In the Ombudsman's Office? 

( B l l )  How much confldence do you have In the Nabonal Electrons Board 

(Jurado Naaonal de Elecc~ones o r  JNE)? 
( B l l a )  How much conf~dence do you have In the Nat~onal Offlce of 

Electoral Processes (Oflclna Naclonal de Procesos Electorates or ONPE)' 

1996 

3 2 
68 

(1508) 

- - 

person did not respond were not taken Into cons~derat~on, the percentage of valid 
responses was lower 

2 9 23 
lgg7 ! 
7 1 

(1533) 

77 
(1784) 
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(828)  How much confldence do you have ~n the Natronal Reg~stry of 

Identlty and CIVII Status (Reg~stro Naclonal de Identrf~cacron y Estado 

CIVII or  IDENTIDAD)? 

(B15b) How much conf~dence do you have In the Comptroller General's 

Offrce7 

As each of these questions was measured on a scale of seven values, 

w ~ t h  1 slgn~fylng no confldence and 7 hrgh confldence, the resultlng scale of 

the sum of the e ~ g h t  var~ables had a range of values from 8 to 56 The scale 

IS drvlded Into hlgh and low levels of confldence as follows 
- Low level of confldence (8-35) 
- H ~ g h  level of conf~dence (36-56) 

Table 8 
C~trzens' trust in key natronal instrtutrons (conflar) 

1996 - 1998  
(Percentages) 

Conf~dence In the electoral system 

As In the case of confldence In ~nstltutrons, we cons~dered the 
variables of confldence In the fol low~ng ~ns t l tu t~ons JNE,ONPE and RENIEC 

The resultlng scale had a range of values from 3 to 2 1  The range of values 

from 15 to 2 1  was consldered a hlgh level of conf~dence, and the range from 

3 to 14 a low level of confldence 

Table 9 
Confrdence In the electoral system (srselecr), 1996 - 1998 

(Percentages) 

1998 

20 

8 1 

(1107) 

Trust rn key natlonal ~nst~tutrons 

Hlgh trust ~n key national ~nst~tutrons 

Low trust in key natronal ~nst~tut ions 

6ase9 

- - 

9 Although the samples In 1996, 1997 and 1998 were 1,508, 1,533 and 1,784 cases 
respectrvely, the base only rncludes val~d responses for the ~ndrcator under 
drscussron 

1996 

25 

7 5 

(695) 

1997 

18 

8 2 

(1124) 

1998 
2 0 
8 1 

(1367) 

Confldence In electoral system 
~nstltut~ons (JNE, ONPE, RENIEC) 

Hlgh level of confidence 
Low level of conf~dence 

Base 

1996 
25 
75 

(933) 

1997 
18 
8 2 

(1213) 
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Intermediate Result No 2 Greater access to  just~ce 

Indicator Percentage of cit~zens who believe Peruvian courts ensure a falr 

trial 

To establish thrs rndlcator, we consrdered the followrng questron 

To what degree do you belleve Peruvran courts guarantee a farr trral? Thls 

questlon was measured on a scale of 1 to 7, where 1 represents no 

confldence and 7 great confldence The value 8 (Don't know) was considered 

a lost value Values were grouped Into two categorres 

Low level of confidence (1-4) 

Hrgh level of confldence (5-7) 

Table 10 
C~t~zens  who belleve Peruv~an courts 
ensure a f a ~ r  t r ~ a l  (blr), 1996 -1998 

(Percentages) 

Intermediate Result No 3 Local governments that are more 
responsive to const~tuents 

Ind~cator Percentage of cit~zens who belleve local government is responsive 

to the~r  needs and demands 

Confidence that Peruvlan courts 
ensure a farr trral 

Hlgh level of confidence 

Low level of confidence 

Base 

I n  the 1996 and 1997 studles, thrs lndrcator was based on the following 

questions 

(sgl ld) What IS your oprnlon of the servrces provrded by the dlstrrct 

government rn your community very good, good, average, poor or very 

poor? 

(sg12d) When you or your nerghbors have gone to the dlstrlct government 

to do some adrnrnrstrat~ve business, have they treated you very well, 

well, average, poorly or very poorly? 

(sgl lp)  What IS your oprnron of the servrces provrded by the provlnclal 

government rn your communrty very good, good, average, poor or very 

poor? 

1997 

11 

8 9 

(1416) 

1996 

11 

89 

(1424) 

1998 

8 

92 

(1692) 
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(sg12p) When you or  your neighbors have gone to the provlncral 

government to do some admrnrstratlve busrness, have they treated you 

very well, well, average, poorly or very poorly? 

(b22) Confldence In the dlstrlct government 

(b23) Confldence rn the provlnclal government 

Who do you belreve has best solved the problems of your communrty the 

central government, Congress or local government? 

As the 1998 questronnalre d ~ d  not Include the last question, we followed 

the same methodology, but only consldered the flrst SIX varlables 

The questrons about treatment and servlces have flve values 1) Very 

poor or very poorly, 2) Poor or poorly, 3) Average, 4) Good or well, and 5) 

Very good or very well Following the prevlous methodology, we drvlded thrs 

scale Into two categorres One group ~ncluded responses ranglng from very 

poorlpoorly to average (a value of O), and the other responses of very 

goodlwell and good/well (a value of 1) The questions about confidence were 

divided In categories ranglng from 1 to 4 (a value of 0) and 5 to  7 (a value of 

1) Addlng the SIX varlables (prevrously recoded according to the two values 
~ndlcated) produced a scale ranglng from 0 to 6 

We conslder the percentage of hlgh responsiveness by local 

governments to be the responses wrth values of 4, 5 and 6 on t h ~ s  scale The 

number of valld responses consldered In the lndlcator IS the same under both 

the prevlous and new methodologles 

Table 11 
Percentage of c ~ t ~ z e n s  who belreve local government 

rs responsrve to thew needs and demands, 2996 - 1998 
(Percentages) 

I n  the 1998 study, we consldered rt Important to drstlngulsh between 

dlstrrct and provrnclal governments We therefore calculated the lndrcator for 

each type of local government 

Percentage of cltlzens who belreve 
local government IS responsrve to 

the~r  needs and demands 
Very responsrve to constltuents 
(prevrous methodology qlantr) 
Very responsive to const~tuents 
(new methodology goblocr) 
.Base 

1996 

14 
16 

(925) 

1997 

18 
2 0 

(1032) 

1998 

16 

(1305) 
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Table 12 
Percentage of c ~ t ~ z e n s  who belleve d~strrct government 
IS responslve t o  them needs and demands, 1996 - 1998 

New methodology (gobiocdr ~ n d ~ c a t o r  w ~ t h  SIX var~ables) 
(Percentages) 

Table 13 
Percentage of c ~ t ~ z e n s  who belleve prov~nc~a l  government 

IS responslve t o  t h e ~ r  needs and demands, 1996 - 1998 
New methodology (goblocpr ~ n d ~ c a t o r  w ~ t h  SIX var~ables) 

(Percentages) 

Percentage of c~t~zens who belleve 
dlstrlct government IS responsive to the~r  
needs and demands 
Hlgh respons~veness to const~tuents' 
needs 
Low respons~veness to constituents' 
needs 
Base 

In te rmed~ate  Result C ~ t ~ z e n s  better prepared t o  exerclse t h e ~ r  b a s ~ c  
r ~ g h t s  and crvrc r e s p o n s ~ b ~ l ~ t ~ e s  

Percentage of c~t~zens who belleve 
provlnclal government IS responsive to 
thelr needs and demands 
Hlgh respons~veness to constrtuents' 
needs 
Low responsiveness to constrtuents' 
needs 
Base * 

Indrcator Percentage of c~trzens who know where they can go to protect 

therr r~ghts  

1998 

19 

8 1 

(1491) 

1996 

22 

7 8 

(1212) 

Prev~ous methodoloav 

The ~nd~ca to r  was based on the fol low~ng questions 

Do you know where to lodge a complaint ~f a public off ic~al mistreats you7 

(var DC10) 

What type of m~streatment d ~ d  you t h ~ n k  of when you heard the preced~ng 

question? (var DC11) 

1997 

2 5 

7 5 

(1309) 

* Total number of val~d responses for thls ~nd~cator  In the nat~onal samples of 
1996, 1997 and 1998, respectively 

1996 

23 

7 7 

(1067) 

1997 

28 

7 2 

(1124) 

1998 

21 

79 

(1365) 
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I f  the person said they had thought of physrcal mrstreatrnent, we consrdered 

the valid responses for variable DClO to be 

- Drstrrct attorney 

- Prlvate lawyer 

- Polrce statron 

- Communrty self-defense commrttee (ronda) 

- Local ombudsman's offrce for chrldren and adolescents (Demuna, only 

valrd for 1998) 

All correct responses were ass~gned a point value of 1 and rncorrect 

responses a value of 0, resultrng In one variable Knows where to lodge a 

complarnt rn case of physical mrstreatment, wrth two categorres 

0 Does not  know where to go 

1 Knows where to go 

I f  the respondent sard he or  she thought of poor attentron, we consrdered 

the following responses valrd 

- District attorney 

- Ombudsman's Office 

- Prrvate lawyer 

- Publrc offrcral's superror 

Usrng the same procedure, we established a srngle variable Knows where 

to lodge a complarnt In case of poor attention, wrth two categories 

0 Does not know where to go 

1 Knows where to go 

For cases in whrch the response was 'both types of mrstreatment," we 

consrdered the valid responses to be 
- Drstrrct attorney or justice of the peace 

- Prrvatelawyer 

- Polrce statron 

- Communrty self-defense commrttee (ronda) 

- Ombudsman's Offrce 

- Publrc offrcral's superror 

We repeated the same procedure to establrsh the variable Knows where 

to go rn case of both types of mrstreatment, wrth two categorres 

0 Does not know where to go 

1 Knows where to go 
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We selected those cases In which the  person ~nterviewed responded 

that he or she had thought of some type of mistreatment, excluding 

responses of "Don't know/know answer" to  variable DCll ("What type of 

mistreatment did you t h ~ n k  of when you heard the quest~on?"), and added 

the three var~ables we have already described 

Table 14 
Knowledge of where t o  g o  t o  protect r ~ g h t s  (dclolnd)  

1996 - 1998 
(Percentages) 

I Knows where t o  go  1 58 1 60 / 65 I 

of rnlstreatment recelved (physlcal mistreatment, poor attentlon or both) 

Base 

I n  the 1998 study, we suggest that more Important than knowing the 

speciflc place to go to lodge a complaint in case of mlstreatment, IS knowing 

whether the person interviewed would lodge such a complaint I n  add~tlon, 

the places mentioned by the respondents, such as local governments or 

human rights organizations, are closer to the people Even if their legal 

functions do not include handling this k ~ n d  of complaint, they are posslble 

recourses for a cltizen whose rights have been violated 

Taking this into consideration, we have calculated the percentage 

of ci t~zens who mentioned a government organism or  human rights 

organization as a place t o  go t o  protect their  rlghts, without taking into 

account the  type of mistreatment t h e  respondent had In mind 

* The total only includes cases In whrch the respondent Indicated the type 
(1286) 

Table 15 
Knowledge of where to  g o  to protect nghts,  1996 - 1998 

New methodology (dclOrr) 
(Percentages) 

(1312) 

I Base * 1 (1467) 1 (1495) 1 (1784) ] 
* The total only includes cases In whlch the respondent lndlcated the type 
of mistreatment rece~ved (physlcal mlstreatment, poor attentlon or both) 

(1663) 

Response 

Knows where to go 

1996 

7 7 

1997 

82 

1998 

8 0 
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Indicator Percentage of ot~zens ln d~sadvantaged groups who know thelr 

baslc r~ghts and CIVIC responstb~l~t~es 

First we defined the drsadvantaged group, then we establrshed the 

lndrcator of rights and responsrbllltres 

Dlsadvantaaed qrouo 

a Prev~ous defrnrtlon of dlsadvantased sroup 
- Women with 0 to 15 years of education complete at socioeconomic level 

B, C or  D 
- Men wlth 0 to 4 years of education complete 
- Men whose flrst language IS Quechua 

Table 16  
D~sadvantaged group, 1996 - 1998 
Previous methodology (gdmetant) 

As this deflnltion of the drsadvantaged group was actually very broad, 

including people wlth more years of secondary education, we decided to lrmit 

the disadvantaged group as follows 

Percentage of the sample 

Number of cases 

Total number of sample cases 

b New definition of dlsadvantased qrouD 

As the report indicates, we considered three variables education, 

native language and socioeconomrc level The most important variable IS 

education, so we decided to include in the d~sadvantaged group only people 

with a primary education Language may not be as tmportant as area of 

residence, but ~t serves as a proxy for ethnlcrty Because of it is closely 

related to education, socio-economrc level is also a factor in  knowledge of 

rrghts and, in general, in  access to  goods and servrces Thus the 

disadvantaged group includes respondents with the following characteristics 
- men and women with 0 to 6 years of education complete and 

- respondents with a low soclo-economic level, or 

- respondents whose flrst language is Quechua 

1998 

53 

944 

1784 

1996 

52 

786 

1508 

1997 

53 

798 

1533 
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Table 17 
D~sadvantaged groups, 1996 - 1998 

New methodology (gd) 

We establrshed the rndrcator of knowledge of rrghts and 

responsibrlrties on the basrs of two serres of varrables 

- Knowledge ofrlghts 

- Knowledge of respons~b~l~ t~es 

Knowledqe of rrahts 
Thrs serres consists of six questrons, the  f ~ r s t  frve o f  whrch have the 

same format  
1 (DCla) Does the Constrtutron rnclude the rrght to freedom of expressron? 

2 (DC4a) Does the Constrtution rnclude the rrght to have the whereabouts 

of a detarned person made known wrthout delay? 

3 (DCSa) Does the Constrtutron rnclude the rrght to receive rnformatron you 

request from any publrc entrty (except informatron affectrng natronal 

securrty)? 

4 (DC6a) Does the Constrtutron rnclude the rrght to request the 

replacement of a public offrcral who does not fulfrll his or her functrons? 

5 (DC7a) Does the Constrtutron rnclude the rrght for the electorate to hold 

publrc offrcrals accountable for therr actrons and the expenses they incur? 

1998 

15 

268 

1784 

Percentage of the sample 

Number of cases 

Total number of sample cases 

These questions have three categorres of responses "yes," "no," and 

"don't know/no response " Since "no" is ~ncorrect and "don't know" rndrcates 

lack of knowledge, these were grouped rnto a srngle category and assrgned a 

pornt value of 0 The other response was given a pornt value of 1 

0 The Constrtutron does not rnclude the right, or the respondent does not 

know whether the Constitutron rncludes the r ~ g h t  

1 The Constrtutron rncludes the rrght 

The last questron was formulated as follows 

6 (DC9) I f  you were arrested for any reason other than drug traffrckrng, 

espionage or terrorrsm, do you know for how long you can be held 

wrthout a court order? 

1996 

9 

140 

1508 

1997 

13 

192 

1533 
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Thrs questron had the following response categories 'no more than 
24 hours" 'any other answer" "don't know/no response " Srnce the  only 
correct response IS no  more than 24 hours, the other categorres were 
combined and assrgned a point value o f  zero, and the response "no more 
than 24 hours" was given a point value o f  one 

This produced a scale o f  knowledge o f  rrghts with a range from 0 to  

6 The scale was divrded In two t o  define a hrgh and a low level o f  
knowledge o f  r ~ g h t s  

Table 18 
Knowledge of rights (derr), 1996 - 1998 

(Percentages) 

Knowledqe of res~onsrbllitres 

We established an rndex o f  knowledge (or ful f~l lment) o f  responsrbrlrties 

Level o f  knowledge 
of rrqhts 

High 

Low 
Base * 

based on the  fo l low~ng two  quest~ons 
(RC1) Do you believe that particrpatron rn local government affairs IS a 

rrght of crtrzens, or IS rt somethrng we can do only if rt rnterests us? 

(RC3) Speakrng of acts of corruption (for example, a publ~c servant asks 

1996 

5 3 

47 

(1508) 

for a brrbe to speed up paperwork), I am going to read you three 
statements and I would like you to tell me with whrch you agree more 

(only read the first three) 

Table 19 
Knowledge of responsrbrlrtres (respr), 1996 - 1998 

(Percentages) 

1997 

5 5 

4 5 

(1533) 

1998 

55 

4 5 

(1784) 

On the basis of knowledge of rights and responsibrl~t~es, we establrshed 

an rndlcator of knowledge of rrghts and responsibrlrtres We added both 
values to obtain one varrable of Knowledge of r~ghts  and responsibrlit~es, 

wh~ch  presented three values zero, one and two We assumed that a hrgh 

Level o f  knowledge of 
responsrbil~t~es 

Hlgh 
Low 
Base * 

1997 

52 
48 

(1533) 

1996 

4 8 
52 

(1508) 

1998 

5 1 
49 

(1784) 
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level of knowledge of rlghts and r e s p o n s ~ b ~ l ~ t ~ e s  corresponded t o  those who 

had a h ~ g h  level o f  knowledge of each of the previously described var~ables 

The following tables show the percentages of  a hlgh level of knowledge In 

both the natronal sample and the dlsadvantaged group, calculating wlth both 

the old and the new def~nl t lon of drsadvantaged groups 

Table 20 
Prev~ous methodology for dlsadvantaged groups (gdmetant) and 

new methodology for lnd~cator of r~ghts and responslb~l~tles (derespr) 
1996 - 1998 

(Percentages) 

Table 2 1  
New methodology for dlsadvantaged groups (gd) 

and ~nd~cator  of r~ghts and respons~b~l~ t~es  (derespr) 
1996 - 1998 

(Percentages) 

Hlgh level of knowledge of 
rlghts and respons~b~ l~ t~es  In 
dlsadvantaqed group 
H ~ g h  level of knowledge of 
r~gh ts  and responslbll~t~es In 
nat~onal sample 

5 Focus groups 
The or~glna l  purpose of the  focus groups was t o  compensate for the 

lack of sample d~sperslon In rural areas and obtarn rnformatron t o  

complement the p ~ l o t  test of the quest~onnalre When the sample deslgn was 

establrshed wrth the survey taker, however, some very small rural  locall t~es 

and a few peasant comrnun~t~es were ~nc luded (In fact, the prlot test of the 

questlonnalre was carrred out  In a Quechua-speaklng peasant commun~ty )  

As a result, the focus groups became a way of flndlng out whether people In 

poor and rural areas understood the Issues addressed by the quest~onna~re, 

1996 
23 5 

29 1 

1998 
10 4 

34 9 

Hlgh level of knowledge of 
r~gh ts  and respons~b~l~tres In 
dlsadvantaged qroup 
Hlgh level of knowledge of 
rlghts and respons~b~ l~ t~es  In 
natlonal sample 

1997 
23 1 

3 1  8 

1998 
23 7 

32 2 

1996 
11 4 

29 1 

1997 
13 5 

31  8 
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as well as gatherrng complementary rnformatron srnce the questronnarre was 

already so long that we could not include addrt~onal questrons 

We held frve focus groups In the regron of San Martrn, whrch was 

chosen because ~t IS an area that has recerved great support from USAID 

The specrfrc drstrrcts v~srted were a) I n  the province of Prcota, the distrrcts of 

Vrlla Picota, Shamboyacu and Tres Unrdos, and b) rn the province of San 

Martrn, the drstrrct of Shapaja 

Table 21 
Focus groups by d~s t r r c t  

Prrnc~pal toprcs of drscussron were 

- Communrty rnvolvernent 
- Perceptrons of crvrlran and mrlrtary authorrtarranrsm 

- Therr understandrng of democracy 

- Trust In polrtrcal rnstrtutrons 

The frrst thrng we found was that among the organrzed population, 

leaders o f  organrzatrons of crv~l  socrety understood the rssues under 

drscussron, although they had less well-deflned oprnlons about democracy 

and authorrtarran governments For the most part, they assocrated 

democracy wrth communrty actrvlty, but the rnajor~ty was unaware of such 

rssues as separatron of powers, autonomy, State of Law, etc So rt was 

understandable that they justrfred, to some degree, the president's 

authorrtarran conduct 

Others 

Conversatron wlth mayor and 
councll members 
Conversatron wrth female leaders 
and some students of secondary 
schools In drstrrct annexes 

Conversation w ~ t h  some 
community members and school 
students 

Villa Prcota 

Tres Unldos 

Shamboyacu 

Shapaja 

Leaders' attitudes depended, to a great extent, on prevrous 

experience they had had rn unrons or polrtrcs I n  the latter case, their 

Focus groups 

1 Male and female 
leaders 

2 Secondary school 
students 

3 Male leaders 

4 Female leaders 

5 Male and female 
leaders 
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understanding of Issues and the ensulng d~scussion were much more 

stimulating 

I n  general, local authorrtles who assumed thelr posts through 

elections were more critlcal of "pol~t~cs," they sald they held publlc offlce but 

were not po l~ t~c~ans ,  and held p o l ~ t ~ c s  In low regard 

The case of young people was particularly lnterestlng We talked wlth 

secondary school students between ages 13 and 16, and found differences 

between urban and rural areas Young people from urban areas had greater 

contact wlth the media, have electrlclty durlng a t  least part of the day, and 

can llsten to the news and, In some cases, read the newspaper Students of 

the rural areas we vlslted (Barranqulta, for example) d ~ d  not have electricity, 

some llstened to battery-operated radios but  did not use them extensively 

The flrst group was more crltlcal about natlonal events, lncludlng those 

lnvolvlng thelr teachers, whlle the second group had more diff~culty 

expressing thelr oplnrons The first group was also more emphatlc In 

rejecting any type of authoritar~an~sm, whlle the second group justlfled 

mllltary coups more than clvlllan authorltarlanlsm I n  later conversat~ons, we 

were able to determine that they had grown up In emergency zoneslO, where 

llvlng under military rule was a "normal" daily occurrence and mllltary 

personnel were seen as keeping order in depressed and fragmented 

commun~ t~es  that lived In constant tenslon between terrorlsm and drug 

trafflcklng (for example, Castllla In V~l la  Plcota and Shamboyacu) 

Focus group partlclpants emphasized the need to recelve tralnlng In 

Issues related to democracy, an oplnlon echoed by local authorities Lack of 

knowledge of the functions of various government institutions and of baslc 

rlghts and respons~b~ l~ t~es  was evldent 

It must be remembered that we spoke wlth local leaders, who supposedly 

have more t r a ~ n ~ n g  than the rest of the populat~on, from whlch we conclude 

that people a t  the grassroots have even less information It IS also Important 

to p o ~ n t  out that access to commun~cat~ons m e d ~ a  IS a prlrnordlal factor tn 

helping people develop a more crltlcal at t~tude, but thls cannot be achleved ~f 

the populatlon does not have access to basrc services such as electricity and 

water 

' O  Thts is the term given to dlstrlcts or provinces In which the State suspends 
constitutional guarantees because the zone is in a "state of emergency" because of 
terrorlsm, drug trafficking or a natural disaster 
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Table 22 
Descrlptron of Scales, 1998 

Scales 
Descr~pt~on 

(rntap) Interest 
-rn publrc affarrs 
(~ntpol) Interest 

-rn polrtrcs 
(partsoc) 
Partrcrpatron rn 
c~vrl socrety 
organrzatrons 

(partcom) 
Communrty 
partrcrpatron 

- - -  

( a ~ o ~ o s ~ )  
Support for the 
polrtrcal system 

(gld) Oprnron of 
drstrrct 
governments 

(glp) Oprnron of 
provr ncral 
governments 

Orrqrnal Varrable(s) 
Descr~pt~on 

(p l )  How frequently do you rnform yourself 
about national events? 
(as) What IS your attrtude toward polltrcs? 

(part l )  Partlcrpatron rn parents' assocrat~on 
(part3) Partrcrpatron rn sports clubs 
(part4) Part~crpatron rn women's clubs, 
mothers' assocratrons, kltchen soups 
(parts) Partrcrpatron rn rellgrous 
communrtles 
(part6) Part~crpatron In profess~onal 
assocratrons 
(part7) Partrcrpatlon In nerghborhood 
assocratrons 
(part8) Partrclpat~on In labor unlons 
(part9) Partrcrpatlon In polrtrcal partres 
(partlo) Partrcrpatron In producers' 
assocratrons 
(coml) Have you trred to solve a 
communrty problem? 
(com2) Have you donated money or 
materrals to solve a communlty preoblem? 
(com3) Have you donated your labor? 
(com4) Have you attended meetrngs to 
solve a community problem? 
(com5) Have you helped creatrng a new 
group to solve a community problem? 
( b l )  Do you thrnk that Peruvran courts 
guarantee a farr trral? 
(b2) Do you trust Peru's polrtrcal 
1nstrtutrons7 
(b3) Do you thrnk that people's basrc rrghts 
are protected In Peru? 
(b5) Are you personally happy wrth Peru's 
polrtrcal system? 
(b6) Do you personally support the polrtrcal 
rnstrtut1ons7 
(gldser) Oprnlon about the servrces 
provided by the d~strrct government 
(gldtrat) Opln~on about the treatment by 
the distr~ct government 
(gldconf) Confidence in the drstrrct 
qovernment 
(glpser) Oprnron about the servrces 
provrded by the provrncral government 
(glptrat) Oprnron about the treatment by 
the provrncral government 
(glpconf) Confidence In the provrncral 
qovernment 

Ranqe 
1-5 

1-4 

9-36 

5-10 

1 to 7 

1 to 
100 

1-100 

1 

Range 
1-5 

1-4 

1-4 

1-2 

1-7 

1-100 

1-100 
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( corrupt~on? 
(b3) Percept~on ( 1-7 1 (b3) Do you t h ~ n k  that people's bas~c r~gh ts  ( 1-7 

I of defense of 1 1 are-protected ~n Peru? I I 

Scales Onqlnai Var~able(s) 
Descrlptlon 

(der) 
Knowledge of 
baslc r~gh ts  

(resp) 
Knowledge of 
respons~ b111t1es 

I 1 problems 
(auto) 1 0-3 1 ( au to l )  Just~flcat~on of d~ctator~al  powers 1 0-1 

Descr~pt~on 
(dclar) Freedom of expression 
(dc4ar) No t~ f~ca t~on  of the place of 
detent~on 
(dc5ar) Informatlon from any publ~c entlty 
(dc6ar) Replace a publ~c o f f~c~a l  who does 
not carry out his or her functions 
(dc7ar) Informat~on about the act~ons and 
expenditures of publlc offtclals 
(dc9r) Max~mum tlme a person can be held 
by pol~ce w~thou t  a court order 
(rc l rr)  It IS a duty to part~c~pate ~n local 
government affalrs 
(rc3rr) Would you denounce an act of 

Range 
0-6 

0-2 

rlghts 
( b l )  Confidence 
~n a f a ~ r  t r ~ a l  ~n 
Peruvlan courts 
(demo3r) 
Preference for 
democracy 
( m l r )  Op~nlon 
of Pres~dent 
F U J I ~ O ~ I ' S  
performance 
( g o l ~ e )  
Tolerance for 

Range 
0- 1 

0-1  

m~ l~ ta t -y  coups I I 
(go12) lus t~ f~ca t ion  of coups to solve 
problems of v~olence 
(go13) l u s t ~ f ~ c a t ~ o n  of coups to solve other 

1-7 

1-3 

1-5 

0-3 

Tolerance for 
clv~llan 
authorltar~anls 
m 

( ~ d e o l )  Scale of 
Ideological self- 
placement 
(glrecepl) 
Respons~veness 
of d ~ s t r ~ t a l  
qovernment 
(glrecep2) 
Respons~veness 

I of p rov~nc~a l  
qovernment 1 

( b l )  Do you thlnk that Peruv~an courts 
guarantee a f a r  tr1a17 

(demo3) "Is democracy preferable to any 
other form of government?" 

( m l )  Do you approve the way Fuj~morl is 
d o ~ n g  h ~ s  job? 

(go l l )  l us t~ f i ca t~on  of coups to solve 
economic crlses 

1-10 

1-5 

1-5 

I 
1 

Attendance t o  
town meet~nqs 

1-7 

1-3 

1-5 

0- 1 

(np l )  ( 1-4 1 ( n p l )  Have you attended a town meet~ng 1 1-4 
or other open meetlngs convoked by local 
sovernments? 

to solve econom~c crlses 
(auto2) l u s t ~ f ~ c a t ~ o n  of dlctator~al powers 
to solve problems of v~olence 
(auto3) lus t~f icat~on of d~ctator~al  powers 
to solver other problems 
( ~ d e o l )  In a scale where 1 IS 'extreme left' 
and 10 'extreme right', where would you 
place yourself7 
(glrecepl) Do you t h ~ n k  that the dlstr~tal 
government IS responsive to what the 
people want' 

(glrecep2) Do you t h ~ n k  that the provincial 
government IS responsive to what the 

I people want? 

1-10 

1-5 

1-5 

I I 
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Table 23 
Sample composition for the three surveys 1996 - 1998 

Department 

L~rna 

Arnazonas 

Ancash 

Apurlrnac 

Arequipa 

Ayacucho 

Cajarnarca 

Cusco 

Huancavel~ca 

Huanuco 

Ica 

1996 
Prov~nces (Cases 

472 
L~rna 422 
Huaroch~rl 15 
Huaura 20 
Barranca 15  

8 0 
Huaraz 40 
Casrna 10 
Santa 20 
Yungay 10 

55 
Arequlpa 55 

29 
Huarnanga 29 

8 5 
Cajarnarca 75 
Chota 10 

8 0 
Cusco 35 
Anta 15 
Canchls 15 
Qu~sp~canch~s 15  

45 
Huanuco 45 

4 5 
Ica 30 
Ch~ncha 15 

1997 
Provrnces ICases 

498 
Llrna 397 
Huarochlrl 15 
Huaura 12 
Barranca 15 
Callao 49 
CaAete 10 

8 0 
Santa 20 
Huaraz 10 
Caraz 10 
Yungay 25 
Carhuaz 15 

5 5 
Arequlpa 55 

3 0 
Huarnanga 30 

85 
Cajarnarca 75 
Chota 10 

80 
Cusco 35 
Anta 15 
Canch~s 15 
Qu~sp~canchrs 15 

45 
Huanuco 45 

4 5 
Ica 30 
Chlncha 15 

1998 
Prov~nces /Cases 

558 
Llrna 455 
Huarochlrl 13 
Huaura 35 
Callao 43 
Cafiete 12 

3 0 
Chachapoyas 10 
Bagua 8 
Utcu barn ba 12 

7 2  
Santa 3 1 
Huaraz 15 
Yungay 10 
Huarl 16 

30 
Abancay 13 
Andahuaylas 17 

81 
Arequ~pa 58 
Camana 12 
Castllla 11 

3 9 
Huarnanga 22 
Huanta 9 
Lucanas 8 

104 
Cajarnarca 2 2 
Chota 24 
Caja barn ba 11 
Hualgayoc 23 
Jaen 24 

82 
Cusco 2 7 
La Convenc~on 16 
Canchls 20 
Qu~sp~canch~s 11 
Calca 8 

30 
Huancavelrca 15 
Tayacaja 7 
Angaraes 8 

53 
Huanuco 24 
Dos de Mayo 15 
Leanc~o Prado 14 

44 
Ica 18 
Chlncha 2 1 
Nazca 5 
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Department 

Jun~n 

Lambayeque 

La Llbertad 

Loreto 

Moquegua 

Pasco 

P~ura 

Puno 

San Mart~n 

Tacna 

Tumbes 

Ucayall 

TOTAL 

1996 
Provinces ( Cases 

70 
Huancayo 60 
Ta r m  a 10 

60 
Ch~clayo 50 
Larnbayeque 10 

9 0 
Tru j~ l lo  70 
Chepen 20 

71 
Maynas 60 
Alto Arnazonas 11 

35 
Pasco 25 
Oxaparnpa 10 

96 
Plura 5 1  
Sullana 20 
Talara 10 
Palta 15 

100 
Puno 75 
San Roman 15 
Yunguyo 10 

40 
San Martin 30 
Lamas 10 

20 
Tacna 20 

3 5 
Crnel Portlllo 35 

1508 

1997 
Prov~nces 1 Cases 

7 0 
Huancayo 50 
Tarrna 20 

6 0 
Ch~clayo 40 
Larnbayeque 20 

90 
Truj~l lo 70 
Chepen 10 
Ascope 10 

70 
Maynas 60 
Alto Amazonas 10 

35 
Pasco 25 
Oxapampa 10 

9 5 
Plura 35 
Sullana 20 
Talara 10 
Bernal 15 
Palta 15 

100 
Puno 75 
San Roman 15 
Chuculto 10 

40 
San Martln 30 
Lamas 10 

20 
Tacna 20 

35 
Crnel Portlllo 35 

1533 

1998 
Prov~nces 1 Cases 

82 
Huancayo 35 
Tarrna 18 
Chanchamayo 16 
Jauja 13 

77 
Ch~clayo 5 1 
Larnbayeque 19 
Ferrefiafe 7 

102 
Truj~l lo 5 3 
Chepen 1 
Otuzco 2 1 
Pacasma yo 16 
Sanchez Carr~on 11 

8 0 
Maynas 5 9 
Alto Arnazonas 2 1  

11 
Mcal N~eto  11 

16 
Pasco 16 

112 
Plura 4 5 
Sullana 19 
Talara 15 
Ayabaca 2 0 
Morropon 13 

84 
Puno 16 
San Roman 14 
Azangaro 19 
Chucu~to 16 
Huancane 9 
Larnpa 10 

48 
San Mar t~n  17 
Moyobarnba 14 
Mrcal Caceres 17 

17 
Tacna 17 

13 
Turnbes 13 

19 
Crnel Portrllo 19 

1784 



Table 24 
Democratrc Inrtrat~ves  Offlce - USAID/Peru 

Indrcators 1996 - 1998 

Strategrc Objective and 
Interrnedrate Results 

SO1 Broader c ~ t ~ z e n  
partlclpatron In dernocratrc 

processes 

IR1 1 More effectwe 
natlonal lnstltutlons 
*R1  2 Greater access to 
justlce 

IR1 3 Local governments 
more responsrve to 
constrtuents 

IR1 4 C~tlzens better 
prepared to exercise 

their rrghts and 
respons~b~l~ t~es 

Indrcators 

a Percent of c~trzens who are actrve members of at  
least one clvll society organrzat~on 

b Crtlzens who act~vely part~c~pate rn solv~ng 
problems In t h e ~ r  commun~t~es 

1 Cltlzens who trust key nat~onal ~nstrtutrons 

2 Cltlzens who belleve Peruvlan courts guarantee 
a fair trial 

3 Cltlzens who belleve local governments respond 
to therr needs and demands 

4 C~t~zens who know where to go to protect t h e ~ r  
r~ghts 

Disadvantaged groups 

Percent of cltlzens who know thew basrc rrghts and 
CIVIC responsib~lrt~es 

5 Percent of crtrzens In d~sadvantaged groups 
who know therr basrc r~ghts  and CIVIC 

respons~brlities 
Prevlous methodology for disadvantaged groups 
and new methodology for ~ndrcator of rights and 
responslb~l~tles 

Prevrous Methodology 
1996 

46 
(1508) 

3 2 
(1508) 

2 5 
(695) 
11 

(1424) 
I nd  with 

14 
(925) 

New 
1996 

Drstrrct 
2 2 

(1212) 
Prov~nc~al 
23 

(1067) 
7 7 

(1467) 
9 

(140) 
29 

(1508) 

11 

(140) 

Methodology 
1997 

Government 
2 5 

(1309) 

28 
(1124) 

8 2 
(1495) 

13 

(192) 
32 

(1533) 

14 

(192) 

1997 
49 

(1533) 

29 
(1533) 

18 
(1124) 

11 
(1416) 
six var 

18 
(1032) 

1998 

19 
(1491) 

Government 
21 

(1365) 
8 0 

(1784) 
15 

(268) 
32 

(1784) 

10 

(268) 

1998 

2 3 
(1784) 

20 
(1107) 

8 
(1692) 

varrables 
16 

(1305) 
6 5 

(1663) 
53 

(944) 

2 6 

(944) 

I n d ~ c  wlth seven 
16 

(925) 
58 

(1286) 
5 2 

(786) 
23 

(1508) 

17 

(786) 

24 

(786) 

20 
(1032) 

60 
(1312) 

53 

(798) 
2 8 

(1533) 

2 0 

(798) 

24 

(798) 



CUESTIONARIO 

Buenos dras/ tardes/ noches MI nornbre es I SOY 

encuestador de IMASEN Estamos hacrendo una encuesta para conocer las 
oprnrones de las personas sobre drstrntos ternas de la srtuacron nacronal Esta 
vrvrenda fue seleccronada a1 azar y quisrerarnos que nos perrnrtrera hacerle una 
entrevrsta que dernorara aproxrrnadamente 30 rnrnutos La entrevista en 
anonrma y no neces~tamos su nombre, solo sus respuestas srnceras Todas sus 
respuestas seran mantenrdas en secret0 Recuerde, no exrsten respuestas 
correctas a la preguntas, lo que nos rnteresa saber es su oprnron personal 

1 Para empezar ccon que frecuencra se rnforrna usted de lo que sucede en el 
pars? (SOLO LEER LAS CUATRO PRIMERAS OPCIONES) 
1 Frecuenternente 
2 De vez en cuando 
3 Solo cuando me rnteresa algun terna en partrcular 
4 Casr nunca 
5 Nunca (pase a pregunta 4) 
90 NSINC 

2 cPor que rnedro se rnforma con mayor frecuencra de lo que sucede en el pars? 
1 Radro 
2 Televrsron 
3 Perrodrcos 
4 Arnrgos o farnrl~ares 
5 Compaiieros de trabajo 
6 Otros (especrfrcar) 
90 NS/NC 

3 En cual de 10s srgurentes rnedros confra usted mas7 
1 Radro 
2 Televrsron 
3 Perlodrcos 
4 Amrgos o farnrlrares 
5 Cornpaiieros de trabajo 
6 Otros (especrfrcar) 
90 NS/NC 

Hablando solo de notrcras, qurslera 
saber con que frecuencra (lea las 
preguntas una por una y espere las 
respuestas para cada una de eilas) 
4 Escucha un prograrna de notrcras 
por la radro 

Nunca 

3 

Frecuente- 
Mente 

1 

90 1 9 1  
I 

90 i 91 

NSINC 

5 Escucha un programa de notrcras 
por la T v 
6 Lee notrcras en el perrodrco 

A 
veces 

2 

NO 
TIENE 

90 1 9 1  
I 

1 

1 
2 1 3  
2 / 3  



AHORA LE VOY A LEER ALGUNAS PREGUNTAS SOBRE SU COMUNIDAD/BARRIO/ 
VECIN DARIO 
7 De 10s slgulentes problernas que le voy a leer, ~ c u a l  es el problema pr~nc~pa l  

del lugar donde vlve? (TARJETA A) 
1 Falta de servlclos bas~cos -luz, agua- 
2 Falta de prstas / carreteras 
3 Al~rnentac~on 
4 Falta de tltulos de propledad, l ~ t ~ g ~ o  por t~erras 
5 Problemas para la producc~on -p e rlego- 
6 Dellncuenc~a 
7 Llmp~eza 
8 Otro (especiflcar solo uno) 
90 NS/NC 

8 LA traves de que organlzaclon o lnst~tuclon Cree que podr~a resolverse mejor 
ese problema? (TARJETA 8) 
1 P~d~endo el apoyo de alguna lnstltuclon (~g les~a ,  ONG, otra) 
2 Buscando el apoyo de algun grupo o representante pol~tlco 
3 Dld~endo (ex~g~endo) el apoyo del munlclplo 
4 A traves de las organlzaclones veclnales que hay en ml barr~o/comun~dad 
5 Pon~endorne de acuerdo con mls veclnos 
6 Por lo que pueda hacer por m l  rnlsrno o junto con ml farnll~a 
7 Otra manera (espec~f~car solo 

una) 
90 NS/NC 

9 SI en su localldad ocurre un problema muy grave, una ~njustlcla que afecta a 
toda la cornunldad Lque lnstltuc~on u organlzaclon serla la mas efectrva para 
ayudar a soluc~onarlo~ (TAWETA C) 
1 Las organlzaclones de la cornunldad 
2 ONGs, organlzaclones de derechos humanos 

5 Autor~dades locales Ouez de paz, tnte gobernador, ronda) 
6 Munrclp~o D~s t r~ ta l  
7 Flscalla 
8 Pollcla 
9 Algun grupo o llder polltlco 
10 Otro (especlf~car solo una) 
90 NS/NC 

Le voy a menclonar varlos grupos y organlzaclones Por favor, dlgame SI esas 
organlzaclones ex~sten en su cornun~dad, SI es rn~embro de ellas y con que 
frecuenc~a (que tan seguldo) as~ste a sus reunlones (SI no contest0 nlnguna de 
las que mencrono, preguntele SI partrc~pa en algun otro tlpo de organlzaclon, cual 
y escrlbala en OTRA) 



20 (CP15a)cHasta que punto Cree usted que su oprnron es tornada en cuenta en 
las decrsrones de las organrzaclones o asocracrones en las que partrcrpa? cSu 
oprnron es tornada en cuenta mucho, poco o nada? 
1 Mucho 
2 Poco 
3 Nada 
90 NS/NC 
9 1  No aplrca (no partlclpa en nrnguna organrzacion) 

< 

Organrzacrones en las que 
partrclpa 

10 (CP7) Asoc~acron de 
padres de farnrlra 
11 (CP16) Asocracron o club 
deportrvo 
12 (CP13) Asocracion de 
mujeres, club de rnadres, 
cornedor popular, vaso de 
leche 
13 (CP6) Comunrdad parro- 
qural catolrca o cornunldad 

2 1  (CP31) ~Du ran te  este ultrmo afio ha ocupado algun cargo en la d~rectrva de 
esa(s) organ~zacron(es)? 
1 Sl 
2 No 
90 NS/NC 
9 1  No aplrca (no part~crpa) 

22 (CP19) cCree usted que desde que ex~sten organrzaclones de mujeres en su 
(comun~dad/ barrro/vecrndarro), las mujeres trenen mas rnfluencra en la 
comunrdad, trenen menos influencia o trenen la mrsma7 
1 Mas rnfluencla 
2 Menos rnfluencla 
3 La mrsrna 
90 NS/NC 
9 1  No hay organizacrones de mujeres 

eExrste7 c Es 
mlembro? 

NS 

1 2 8 1 2 8  

8 

8 

8 

- 
SI 

1 

1 

1 

 con que frecuencra asrste a sus 
reunrones? 

SI 

1 

1 

1 

No 

2 

2 

2 

Frecuen- 
temente 

1 

1 

1 

1 

No 

2 

2 

2 

De vez 
en 

cuando 
2 

2 

2 

2 

NS 

8 

8 

8 

NS 

90 

90 

90 

90 

Casr 
nunca 

3 

3 

3 

3 

Nun- 
ca 

4 

4 

4 

4 
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28 cLe gustarla part lc~par mas en organlzaclones soc~ales o polltlcas? 
1 SI m e  gus ta r~a  (pase a la pregunta 30) 
2 No, porque ya part~crpo bastantelo suf lc~ente 
3 No, porque no m e  parece que part lc~pando soluc~one mls problemas 
90 NS/NC 

29 cPor que n o  part lc~pa mas? (TAFUETA D) 
1 Por falta de  t ~ e m p o  
2 Porque en m i  bar r~o/comun~dad no hay organlzaclones que vean 10s temas 

que m e  lnteresan 
3 Porque a veces no ent~endo lo que dlscuten 
4 Porque no m e  gusta como func~onan las organlzaclones de m l  

ba r r~o lcomun~dad  
5 Porque no m e  han dado la opor tun~dad 
6 Porque no puedo hablar b ~ e n  en pub l~co 
7 Porque no creo tener la educac~on necesarla 
8 Otra (espec~f~que)  
90 NSINC 

EN ESTE ULTIMO ANO 
23 (CP5) LHa tratado usted de resolver algun problema de su 
(cornun~dadlbarr~o/vec~ndar~o) 
24 (CP5a) LHa donado usted dlnero o matenales para resolver algun 
problema o para hacer alguna mejora en su (cornun~dadlbarr~olvec~ndar~o)~ 
25 (CPSb) LHa dado usted su proplo trabajo o mano de obra? 
26 (CP5c) LHa aslst~do usted a reunlones para resolver algun problerna o 
para hacer alguna mejora en su (comun~dadlbarr~olvec~ndar~o)? 

27 (CP5d) LHa ayudado a formar algun grupo nuevo para resolver algun 
problema local o para buscar alguna mejora en su comunldad? 

AHORA VAMOS A HABLAR SOBRE LA MUNICIPALIDAD DISTRITAL Y LA 
MUNICIPALIDAD PROVINCIAL 
30 (NP1) cHa a s l s ~ t ~ d o  a u n  cab~ ldo ablerto, una seslon munlc~pal  o alguna 
reunlon convocada por la Munlc~pa l~dad d ~ s t r ~ t a l  (o provlnclal en caso que sea 
cercado) durante el u l t ~ m o  afio? (LEER LAS OPCIONES) 
1 SI he a s ~ s t ~ d o  
2 No he sldo convocado a nrnguna de esas reunlones 
3 FUI convocado, pero no pude a s ~ s t l r  
4 FUI convocado, per0 no m e  pareclo Importante o no estuve de acuerdo con 

aslstlr 
9 0  NSINC 

No 
2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

SI 
1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

3 1  (LGL4d) <Cree usted que la Mun lc~pa l~dad  (el alcalde, el conce~al) DISTRITAL 
responde a lo que qulere la gente casl slempre, la mayorla de las veces, de vez 
en cuando, casl nunca o nunca? 
1 S~empre  
2 La mayorla de las veces 
3 De vez en cuando 

NS 
90 

90 

90 

90 

90 



4 Cas~ nunca 
5 Nunca 
90 NS/NC 

32 (LGL4p) cCree usted que la Mun~crpal~dad (el alcalde, el concejal) 
PROVINCIAL responde a lo que qulere la gente casl slempre, la mayorla de las 
veces, de vez en cuando, casl nunca o nunca? 
1 Srernpre 
2 La rnayorla de las veces 
3 De vez en cuando 
4 Casr nunca 
5 Nunca 
90 NS/NC 

33 (SGLld) Por experlencla propla o por lo que haya escuchado, Lcree usted que 
10s servlcros que la Mun~crpalldad DISTRITAL esta dando a la comunrdad son 
1 Muy buenos 
2 Buenos 
3 Regulares 
4 Malos 
5 Muy rnalos 
90 NS/NC 

34 (SGL2d) cCorno cons~dera que le han tratado a usted o a sus veclnos cuando 
han  do a la Munlc~palrdad de su DISTRITO a hacer algun trarnrte? cLe han 
tratado muy bren, b~en, regular, rnal o rnuy rnal? 
1 Muy b ~ e n  
2 Bren 
3 Regular 
4 Ma1 
5 Muy ma1 
90 NS/NC 
9 1  Nunca ha  do a hacer un tramrte 

35 (LGL3d) cEstarla d~spuesto a pagar mas rrnpuestos a la Mun~c~palrdad 
DISTRITAL para que esta pueda prestar rnejores servlcros rnunrclpales o Cree 
usted que no vale la pena pagar mas? 
1 Pagarla mas lmpuestos 
2 No vale la pena pagar mas 
90 NS/NC 

36 (SGLlp) Por experlencra propla o por lo que haya escuchado, Lcree Usted que 
10s servlcros que la Mun~crpal~dad PROVINCIAL esta dando a la comun~dad son 
1 Muy buenos 
2 Buenos 
3 Regulares 
4 Malos 
5 Muy malos 
90 NS/NC 
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37 (SGLZp) cComo cons~dera que le han tratado a usted o a sus veclnos cuando 
han  do a la Munlclpal~dad PROVINCIAL a hacer algun tramlte? cLe han tratado 
muy  bien, b~en,  regular, ma1 o muy mal? 
1 Muy b ~ e n  
2 B ~ e n  
3 Regular 
4 Mal 
5 Muy ma1 
90 NS/NC 
9 1  Nunca ha  do a hacer u n  t r a m ~ t e  

Le voy a mostrar una taqeta que cont~ene una escalera de 7 gradas (MOSTRAR 
TARJETA E) cada grada ~ n d i c a  u n  puntale que va de 1, que s ~ g n ~ f ~ c a  NADA, hasta 
7, que s ~ g n ~ f ~ c a  MUCHO Por ejemplo, SI yo le preguntara hasta que punto le 
gusta ( ~ r  al futbol, Ir a una f~esta  reg~onal, ver  televls~on), SI a usted no le gusta 
NADA, e leg~r ia la grada numero 1, y SI por el contrar~o le gusta MUCHO (lr al 
futbol, Ir a una f ~ e s t a  reg~onal, ver  te lev~s~on)  escogerla la grada numero 7 SI su 
oplnlon esta entre NADA y MUCHO usted elegir~a una de las gradas del m e d ~ o  
Entonces ~ h a s t a  que punto le gusta ver  ( ~ r  al futbol, Ir  a una hesta reg~onal, ver 
te lev~s~on)?  Leame (seiialeme) el numero (ASEGURESE QUE EL ENTREVISTADO 
ENTIEN DA CORRECTAMENTE) 

Nos gustarla hablar ahora de  las ~nst~ tuc lones politlcas en el Peru como son la 
Presidenc~a, el Congreso, el Poder Judlc~al, 10s part~dos, etc , es dear, el Slstema 
Polltlco en general Le voy a leer una sene de preguntas y qulslera que me d ~ g a  
en que punto se ubica usted, usando esta tarjeta de 7 gradas 

38 (81) cHasta que punto Cree que 10s 
juzgados en el Peru garantrzan un julclo just07 
39 (82) cHasta que punto conf~a usted en las 
~nstltuc~ones polltlcas del Peru? 
40 (83) ~Has ta  que punto Cree usted que 10s 
derechos bas~cos de las personas estan 
protegldos por el slstema polltlco en el Peru? 
41 (84) ~Has ta  que punto esta usted 
personalrnente contento con el s~stema polltlco 
del Peru? 

42 (86) ~Has ta  que punto usted personalrnente 
apoya las lnst~tuclones del s~sterna polltlco en el 
Peru? 
Ahora le voy a menclonar una serle d e  ~nst~ tuc iones y quislera que m e  dljera SI 

las conoce y cuanta conf~anza t ~ e n e  en ellas Cont~nuaremos con la escalera de 7 
gradas y qulslera que m e  dljera en que punto de la escalera de 7 gradas 
(MOSTRAR TARJETA E) se u b ~ c a  usted SI usted no confia nada en el Congreso 
escoja el numero 1 y SI el Congreso le lnsplra mucha conf~anza escoja el numero 
7, SI su oplnlon esta entre nada y mucho escoja una de las gradas del m e d ~ o  

Mucho 

7 

7 

7 

7 

7 

Nada 

1 

1 

NS 

9 0 

90 

90 

90 

9 0 

2 

2 

4 

4 

1 2 3 4 5 6  

1 2 3 4 5 6  

1 2 3 4 5 6  

3 

3 

5 

5 

6 

6 



59 ( M I )  Hablando en general del actual goblerno, dlrla Usted que el trabajo que 
esta reallzando el presldente Fujlmorl es 
1 Muy bueno 
2 Bueno 
3 Regular 
4 Malo 
5 Muy malo 
90 NS/NC 

CAMBIANDO DE TEMA, HABLAREMOS DE ALGUNOS PROBLEMAS DE VIOLENCIA Y 
QUE HACE USTED PARA SOLUCIONARLOS 
60 (AJO) Durante 10s ultlmos 12 rneses usted o su famrlra han sldo vlctrmas de 
robos o agresrones? 
1 SI 
2 No (pase a preg 62) 
90 NS/NC 

6 1  (N01 )  SI ha sldo vlctrma, ha denuncrado o d ~ o  avlso a la pol~cla o serenazgo 
este rob0 o agreslon 
1 Polrcra 
2 Serenazgo (ronda) 
3 No avlso 
90 NS/NC 
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62 (AJ03) De 10s tramltes que usted o algu~en de su farn~lla ha hecho en la 
pollcla (serenazgo, ronda), corno se s~ente con 10s resultados obten~dos? 
1 Muy sat~sfecho 
2 Algo Sat~sfecho 
3 Insat~sfecho 
4 Muy Insatlsfecho 
5 No hlzo t ram~tes 
90 NS/NC 
9 1  No ha hecho nlngun tramlte 

63 (CR80C4) Cuando ha tenldo o tiene que tratar algun asunto en 10s J u Z ~ ~ ~ O S ,  

por lo general ccomo lo atlenden a usted 10s jueces y 10s ernpleados? L muy 
b ~ e n  , b ~ e n  , ma1 o rnuy mal? 
1 Muy blen 
2 B ~ e n  
3 Regular 
4 Mal 
5 Muy ma1 
90 NS/NC 
9 1  Nunca ha  do 

64 (AJ3) ~ S I  usted tuv~era problemas que resolver corno robos y agreslon, ccual 
Cree que es la mejor alternat~va para soluc1onarlos7 (LEER LAS ALTERNATIVAS) 
1 Resolverlos con nuestras proplas manos 
2 Revolverlos a traves de las organlzaclones comunales 
3 Resolverlos a traves de 10s juzgados 
7 Otro (espec~f~que solo una) 
1 NSINC 

65 SI ha o ~ d o  hablar de la conc~ l~ac~on extrajudlc~al, segun usted, se ref~ere a 
1 Resolver problemas penales corno robos, agreslon, ases~natos, etc fuera del 

juzgado 
2 Resolver problernas clvlles corno j u ~ c ~ o  de al~mentos, problemas de tlerras, etc 

fuera del juzgado 
3 Resolver cualqu~er problema -clvll o penal- fuera del juzgado 
4 Nunca he o ~ d o  hablar de la conc~ l~ac~on  extrajudlclal (pase a la preg 67) 
90 NS/NC (pase a la preg 67) 

66 ~ H a r l a  uso de la conc~ l~ac~on extrajudlclal? 
1 Sl 
2 No 
90 NS/NC 

Hablando de nuestros derechos corno c~udadanos, a contlnuaclon le voy a leer 
varlas frases y me gustaria saber dos cosas PRIMERO, SI  CREE QUE El 
DERECHO QUE YO LE MENCIONO ESTA EN NUESTRA CONSTITUCION y, 
SEGUNDO, S I  CREE QUE ESTE DERECHO SE CUMPLE EN EL PERU (HACER LAS 
DOS PREGUNTAS PARA CADA FRASE) 



72 (TR2) Cuando ha rdo a algun lugar publ~co calguna vez se ha senbdo drscnmrnado~ 
1 SI, por m l  raza 
2 SI, por m i  forma de hablar 
3 SI, por m l  forrna de vestrr 
4 No 
8 NS/NC 

73 (DC9) SI a uSced lo apresaran poi- cualqurer rnobvo que no sea problemas de narcobafico, 
espronaje o terronsrno, sabe cuanto bernpo lo pueden detener sln una orden judiaal? 
1 No mas de 24 horas 
2 Cualqurer otra respuesta 
90 NS/NC 

DERECHOS 

67 (DC1) El derecho de expresar 
publrcarnente sus rdeas 
68 (DC4) El derecho a que sr ha s ~ d o  
detenrdo, la autor~dad sefiale srn 
dernora el lugar donde esta detenrdo 

- - - -- - - - 

69 (DC5) El derecho a que cualqu~er 
entrdad publica le de la ~nforrnac~on que 
usted solicite (salvo rnformacrones que 
afecten la segurrdad nacronal) 
70 (DC6) El derecho a pedrr el cambio 
de una autorrdad sr es que no cumple 
con sus funcrones 
7 1  (DC7) El derecho a que las 
autorrdades rnforrnen de las acclones y 
gastos que hagan, a 10s crudadanos que 
las eligreron 

7 4  (DC10) LSI un servrdor publico (polrcla, funclonarro publ~co, etc ) lo maltrata 
csabe donde podrra rr a quejarse? (NO LEA LAS OPCIONES, S I  EL ENTREVISTADO 
SOLO DICE SI, INSISTA Y PREGUNTE DONDE) 
1 Corn~sar~a 
2 F~scalra o Juzgado de Paz 
3 Defensor~a del Pueblo 
4 Organrzacron de DD HH 
5 Abogado partrcular 
6 Munrcipro 
7 Ronda 

cSe cumple en el 

8 A su superior en la rnisrna entrdad publica 
9 No sabrra donde quejarme 

DClb  

DC4b 

DC5b 

DC6b 

DC7b 

~ E s t a  en la 

10 Otro (especifrque) 
90 NS/NC 

Peru? 
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1 
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1 

NS 
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8 
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No 
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2 
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2 
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75 ~ I r l a  usted a quejarse? (LEER LAS OPCIONES) 
1 SI 
2 No, porque no tengo t ~ e m p o  para hacerlo 
3 No, me quejarla porque no me har~an caso 
90 NS/NC 

76 (DC11) Puede declrme Len que t ~ p o  de maltrato estuvo pensando usted 
cuando le hlce la pregunta? (LEER LAS OPCIONES) 
1 En un maltrato flslco (SI estuvo pensando en golpes, tortura, etc ) 
2 En una mala atenc~on (SI estuvo pensando en grltos, demora en 10s tram~tes, 
etc ) 
3 Penso en ambos ttpos de maltrato 
90 NS/NC 

77 En 10s ul t~rnos clnco aiios usted ha rectb~do algun t ~ p o  de capacltaclon o curso 
sobre sus derechos? (MULTIPLE) (TARJETA F) 
1 SI en el coleg~o 
2 SI por un  Ins t~ tu to  Super~or/Untvers~dad 
3 SI por la lglesla 
4 SI por la Munlc~pal~dad 
5 SI por una ong 
6 SI por una lnstltuclon del Estado 
7 SI por el trabajo 
8 SI par Organlzac~ones o Promotores Comunales 
9 No ha rectbldo cursos per0 SI folletos/mater~ales o alguna comunlcacion 
1 Otro 
90 NS/NC 
9 1  No ha rec~btdo nlnguna capac~tac~on 

78 (RC1) Cree usted que part lc~par en 10s asuntos del gobierno mun~c~pa l  es un 
deber de 10s cludadanos o es algo que deb~eramos hacer solo SI nos ~nteresa 
(LEER LAS OPCIONES) 
1 Es un  deber 
2 Solo SI nos ~nteresa 
3 Es un deber y un  derecho 
90 NSINC 

79 (RC2a) SI las elecc~ones no fueran obl~gator~as, lrla usted a votar 
1 Sl 
2 No 
90 NS/NC 

80 SI tuv~era la pos~b~ l~dad  de hacer un tramlte mas rap~do dandole  ti-^ d~nero 
("co~ma") a un  func~onarlo publlco  lo har~a? (LEER LAS OPCIONES) 
1 Solo SI me  vlera en la neces~dad de hacerlo 
2 De nlnguna manera 
90 NS/NC 



8 1  (RC3) Hablando de 10s actos de corrupcron (por ejemplo que un serv~dor 
publrco p ~ d a  drnero/"co~mas", le voy a leer tres frases y qulslera que me d l~e ra  
con cual de ellas se rdentifica mas (LEER LAS OPCIONES) 
1 Denuncrarra el hecho porque es mr responsabllrdad 
2 Lo denuncrar~a solo SI me  afectara de alguna manera 
3 No lo denuncrarra porque no me harran caso 
4 No lo denunc~arra porque no me rmporta 
90 NS/NC 

Ahora vamos a cambrar a otra tarjeta Esta nueva tarjeta trene una escalera de 
10 gradas, que van de 1 a 10 (MOSTRAR TARJETA G) SI usted escoge el numero 
1 s~gn~f ica que desaprueba mucho la af~rmacron (frase) que le leo, SI usted 
escoge el numero 10 srgn~f~ca que la aprueba mucho 

A contlnuacron le voy a leer una lista de algunas acciones o cosas que las 
personas pueden hacer Qursrera que me dljera hasta que punto aprobarra o 
desaprobarra que las personas part~crpen en las acclones que le voy a leer a 

QUISIERAMOS CONOCER SU OPINION SOBRE UNOS ASUNTOS DE ACTUALIDAD 
85 (A5) ~ C o m o  se ub~ca usted frente a la polrtrca7 (TARJETA H) 
1 Me rnteresa y soy s~mpatrzante de un partido pol~trco 
2 Me rnteresa per0 soy rndependrente 
3 No me  rnteresa la p o l ~ t ~ c a  
4 La p o l ~ t ~ c a  me desagrada y detest0 a 10s po l~ t~cos  
90 NS/NC 

86 Qulslera que me dljera en pocas palabras que ent~ende usted por democracia 

87 Ahora le voy a leer cuatro srgnrficados de democracra y qursrera que me drga 
cual de ellas le parece la mas rrnportante "Para usted la democracia es " 

(TAN ETA I )  
1 El respeto a 10s derechos de la persona (I~bertad de pensam~ento, de 

expreslon, etc ) 
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2 El respeto a las leyes y a la Const~tuclon 
3 El gob~erno de la mayorla 
4 La ~gualdad y la justlc~a soc~al  
5 Otro (espec~f~que) 
90 NS/NC 

88 ~ C r e e  usted que la democracla en el Peru func~ona 7 

1 Muy b ~ e n  
2 B~en  
3 Regular 
4 Ma1 
5 Muy ma1 
90 NSINC 

89 SI usted tuv~era que escoger de la s~gulente I~sta, cual Cree que es el requls~to 
prlnc~pal para que la democracla en el Peru funclone b~en?  
1 L~deres honestos y ef~caces 
2 Una mayor partrclpac~on de la poblac~on 
3 El respeto a las leyes y a la Constrtuclon 
4 El respeto a 10s derechos humanos 
5 Que 10s gobernantes r~ndan  cuenta de sus actos 
6 Otro (espec~f~car) 
90 NSINC 

90 Hasta que punto esta usted de acuerdo o en desacuerdo con la slgu~ente 
frase 
"Los po l~ t~cos  (el gobierno, el congreso y otros) decrden lo que quleren y no 
puedo hacer nada para rmped~rlo" 
1 Muy de acuerdo 
2 De acuerdo 
3 Indec~so 
4 Desacuerdo 
5 Muy en desacuerdo 
90 NS/NC 

ALGUNAS PERSONAS DICEN QUE BAJO CIERTAS CIRCUNSTANCIAS SE PUEDE 
JUSTIFICAR UN GOLPE MILITAR Y OTROS DICEN QUE NO SE JUSTIFICA EN 
NINGUN CASO 
91  (JC10) cUsted Cree que se j u s t ~ f ~ c a r ~ a  o no se j u s t ~ f ~ c a r ~ a  un golpe mllltar para 
resolver mejor 10s problemas economlcos del pals? 
1 SI jus t l f~car~a 
2 No j u s t ~ f ~ c a r ~ a  
90 NS/NC 



92 ( JC l l )  ~ U s t e d  Cree que se justlficarla o que no se justlflcarla un golpe mllltar 
para resolver mejor 10s problemas de v~olencia del pals7 
1 SI jus t~f icar~a 
2 No just~f lcar~a 
90 NS/NC 

93 (1C12) Aparte de las sltuac~ones que le acabo de mencronar ~ u s t e d  Cree que 
exlsten otras sltuac~ones que just~f~quen un  golpe m ~ l ~ t a r  o no Cree que exlsta 
nrnguna razon para j us t~ f~ca r  un gob~erno m~lr tar? 
1 SI just~f~carra 
2 No se just~flcarra en nlngun caso 
90 NS/NC 

94 Estar~a Usted de acuerdo con que el pres~dente asuma poderes drctator~ales 
para resolver 10s problemas economlcos del pals7 
1 SI 
2 No 
90 NS/NC 

95 Estar~a Usted de acuerdo con que el pres~dente asuma poderes dlctatorlales 
para resolver mejor 10s problemas de v~olenc~a del pals 
1 Sl 
2 No 
90 NS/NC 

96 Aparte de las srtuaclones que le acabo de menclonar ~ u s t e d  Cree que exlsten 
otras sltuacrones que jus t~ f~quen que el pres~dente asuma poderes d~ctatorlales, o 
no Cree que ex~sta nlnguna razon para justlfrcar esos poderes drctatonales7 
1 SI se puede justlflcar 
2 No se just~ficarla en nlngun caso 
90 NS/NC 

97 (A7) eCon cual de las srgulentes frases esta mas de acuerdo7 
1 La democrac~a es prefer~ble a cualqu~er otra forma de gob~erno 
2 A la gente corno uno, nos da lo mrsmo un regimen dernocrat~co que uno no 

dernocrat~co 
3 En algunos casos, un gob~erno autorltarlo puede ser preferrble a un gobrerno 

democratrco 
90 NS/NC 

98 (IDEO1) En pollt~ca se habla normalmente de "izqu~erda" y "derecha" En 
una escala donde 1 es "extrema ~zqulerda" y 10 "extrema derecha", edonde se 
colocarla usted7 (MOSTRAR TARJETA J) 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 90 NS/NR 

99 Camblando de terna, qulslera sabers voto en las ulbmas elecuones mun~apales 
1 Sl 
2 No (pase a la pregunta 101) 
90 NS/NC 
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100 ePodrla declrme porque no voto? 
1 No tenra edad 
2 Perdlo la llbreta electoralIDN1 
3 Su llbreta electoral/DNI esta en trarnlte 
4 Cerro la entrega de la llbreta electoral/DNI 
5 Vota en otro lugar y no tenla dlnero para vlajar 
6 Falta de transporte 
7 Tenla que trabajar 
8 Enferrnedad 
9 No Cree en las elecclones 
10 Otro 
90 NS/NC 
9 1  No apllca(s1 voto) 

101 (P29) En general, Lcree usted que las elecclones en nuestro pals son 
l~rnplas o hay fraude? 
1 Son llmplas 
2 Hay fraude 
90 NS/NC 

~ C o m o  callflcarla Usted su sltuaclon 
economlca farnlllar en relaclon a hace un 
afio? LY del pals? 
Mejor 
Igual 
Peor 
NSINC 

106 Segun usted, ~ d e  que depende la solucion de 10s problemas del pals? 
(TARIETA K) 
1 De la mejora de la educaclon y de la cultura 
2 De la mejora y construcclon de carreteras y medlos de comunlcaclon 
3 De una efectlva descentrallzaclon 
4 De una polltlca de prornoclon de las lnverslones 
5 De un camblo de 10s dlrlgentes y llderes polltlcos 
6 De la mejora de la democracla 
7 Otro (especlflque, solo uno) 
90 NS/NC 

102 
Famlllar 

1 
2 
3 
8 

105 Del 
pals 

1 
2 
3 
8 

~ C o m o  Cree que estara su sltuaclon 
economlca famlllar dentro de un afio 
mejor, lgual o peor? LY la del pals? 
Mejor 
Igual 
Peor 
NSINC 

103 
Del pals 

1 
2 
3 
8 

104 
Farnll~ar 

1 
2 
3 
8 



DATOS DE CONTROL 
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(NC) NUMERO DEL CUESTIONARIO (asrgnado en la ofrclna) 

(REG) Regron (as~gnado e n  la ofrclna) 
1 Costa Norte 
2 Lrrna 
3 Costa Sur 
4 Srerra Norte 
5 S~er ra  Centro y Trapecro Andrno 
6 Srerra Sur 
7 Selva 

(REG1) Macrorregron (asrgnado en la oflcrna) 
1 Lrrna 
2 Costa urbana 
3 Costa rural 
4 Slerra urbana 
5 Srerra rural 
6 Selva urbana 
7 Selva rural 

DPTO (departamento) 
PROV (provrncra) 
DIST (d~strrto) 
LOCAL (c p rn ) 
POBDPTO (poblacron del 
departamento) 
POBPROV (poblacron de la 
provrncta) 
POBDIST (poblacron del d~strrto) 
POBLOC (poblacron del C P M) 

ZONA (asrgnado en la oflcrna) 
1 Urbana 
2 Rural 

(SEXO) 
1 Hombre 
2 Muler 

(asrgnado por el encuestador) 
(asrgnado por el encuestador) 
(aslgnado por el encuestador) 
(asrgnado por el encuestador) 
(asrgnado en la ofrclna) 

(asrgnado en la ofictna) 

(astgnado en la ofrcrna) 
(asrgnado en la ofrclna) 

(EDAD) cCuantos aiios ttene (curnplrdos)7 (ANOTAR EL NUMERO EXACTO, Y 88 
EN CASO DE QUE NO RESPONDA) 
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Democrat~c Participation in Peru 

(LENGa) cQue Idloma ha hablado en su casa desde pequefio' 
1 Castellano 
2 Quechua 
3 Aymara 
4 Castellano y Quechua 
5 Castellano y Aymara 
6 Otro (natrvo) 
7 Otro (extranjero) 
8 NS/NC 

(LENGb) cAdemas del castellano, habla usted otro Idloma con su fam1l1a7 
1 Sl 
2 No (PASA A LA PREGUNTA Q3lRELIGION) 
8 NS/NC 

(LENGc) cCual otro ~droma? 
1 Castellano 
2 Quechua 
3 Aymara 
4 Otro (natlvo) 
5 Otro (extranjero) 
90  NSINC 
91 No apl~ca, solo habla castellano 

(TR1) SI usted tuvlera que ubrcarse en algunas de estas razas ca cual de las 
slgu~entes d ~ r ~ a  que pertenece? (MOSTRAR TAFUETA L) 
1 Mestlza 
2 Blanca 
3 Indigena 
4 Negra 
5 Orlental 
90 NSINC 

(43 )  cCual es su rel~glon? 
1 Catollca 
2 Evangellca 
3 Nlnguna 
4 Otra 
90 NS/NC 

( Q l l )  cCual es su estado ~ 1 ~ 1 1 7  

1 Soltero/a 
2 Casado/a 
3 Convlvlente 
4 Dlvorc~ado 
5 Separado/a 
6 V~udo/a 
90  NS/NC 

(412)  ~ C u a n t o s  hljos tlene 7 (ANOTAR EL NUMERO EXACTO, 0 0  S I  NO TIENE 
HIJOS Y 90  EN CASO DE QUE NO RESPONDA) 
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Como le drje, estas preguntas se hacen solamente para ayudarnos a drvrdrr las 
entrevlstas en grupos Le voy a agradecer que me drga SI trene 10s srgurentes 
artefactos 

(AGUA) ~ C o r n o  se abastece de agua? 
1 Dentro de la casa (Red pubilca con conexron domrcrlrarra) 
2 Fuera de la vrvrenda per0 de uso comun para un grupo de vrvrendas (Red 

publica sin conexron domlcrlrar~a) 
3 Pozo 
4 Camron tanque, aguatero, crsterna 
5 Agua de rro o acequia 
7 Otro 

(LUZ) ~ Q u e  trpo de alumbrado trene este hogar? 
1 Electrrcrdad, luz dentro de la vrvienda 
2 Electrrcidad, solo alumbrado publlco 
3 Kerosene, petroleo o gas 
4 Vela 
7 Otro 

(NBI) Numero de baiios dentro de la vlvrenda 

(NBZ) (En zona rural o perrurbana) ~Trene  letrlna? 
1 SI 
2 No 




